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INTRODUCTION. 


This  volume,  as  its  title  imports,  consists  of  Essays,  &c., 
from  the  pen  of  Dr.  Taylor  upon  various  topics  in  Kevealed 
Theology.  Dr.  Taylor  did  not  leave  a  fully  written  system  or 
course  of  Theological  lectures.  The  notes  and  briefs  from 
which  he  lectured  are  so  full  indeed,  that  it  would  not  be  dif- 
ficult to  give  to  the  public  his  views  in  the  form  of  a  com- 
plete system  of  Kevealed  Theology.  But  this  would  involve  the 
necessity  of  expanding,  by  another  hand,  the  heads  of  argu- 
■  ment  which  were  sketched  by  him.  In  many  of  tliese  views 
there  is  little  that  is  original  with  him,  except  the  arrange- 
ment and  development  of  the  reasoning.  There  seems  there- 
fore, to  be  no  sufficient  reason  for  publishing  arguments  with 
which  theologians  are  already  familiar.  It  would  not  how- 
ever be  just  to  the  memory  of  the  deceased,  nor  to  the  cause 
of  truth,  to  withhold  any  discussions  which  may  promise  to 
throw  light  upon  important  scriptural  doctrines,  or  to  advance 
in  any  way  the  science  of  Christian  Theology. 

The  volume  contains  papers  on  the  Trinity,  Human  Sin- 
fulness, Justification,  Election,  and  Perseverance.  The  Essays 
on  the  Trinity  were  written  after  the  discussions  and  contro- 
versy on  this  subject,  which  are  not  yet  forgotten.  The  mat- 
ter is  somewhat  different  from  that  which  Dr.  Taylor  was 
accustomed  to  read  to  his  students  in  his  earlier  years.  What- 
ever may  be  thought  of  the  views  expressed,  they  were 
carefully  considered,  and  embody  the  results  of  earnest  and 
honest  thinking.  It  is  to  be  regretted,  that  the  Scriptural 
argument  was  so  far  unfinished  that  it  is  deemed  unwise  to 
publish  any  part  of  it    The  papers  on  Human  Sinfuhiess  com- 
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prise  all  the  lectures  which  the  author  was  accustomed  to  read 
on  tins  subject,  with  some  additional  matter.  The  Essays  on 
Justification  are  but  a  fragment  of  an  extended  series  of 
papers,  upon  which  Dr.  Taylor  bestowed  much  earnest  investi- 
gation and  careful  study  for  two  or  three  of  the  last  years  of 
his  life.  But  tliough  they  are  a  fragment,  they  treat  with 
great  fidlness  of  one  topic  under  this  general  head.  "Were 
there  no  other  reason  for  publishing  this  fragment,  one  might 
be  found  in  the  earnestness  with  which  the  author  prosecuted 
his  inquiries,  and  the  importance  he  attached  to  the  discussion 
of  the  subject  in  the  present  state  of  theological  opinion.  Tlie 
sermons  on  Election  and  Perseverance  were  prepared  with 
great  care,  after  the  author  had  been  for  many  years  a  theo- 
logical instructor,  and  were  always  read  in  the  place  of  lec- 
tures to  his  students,  it  being  a  favorite  opinion  with  him  that 
no  truth  of  the  Scriptures  could  be  exhibited  with  so  much 
effect  by  the  preacher  as  the  doctrine  of  Election ;  and  that  in 
no  truth,  when  rightly  exhibited,  was  the  gospel  made  so  glo- 
rious as  "the  power  of  God  unto  salvation."  The  sermon 
"  What  is  Truth"  is  a  condensed  summaiy  of  his  views  upon 
the  principal  doctrines  of  Theology, — unfolding  them  also  in 
their  practical  relations.  It  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  lec- 
tures of  Dr.  Taylor  on  the  Atonement  were  in  so  fragmentary 
and  unfinished  a  state  as  to  make  it  unadvisable  to  publish 
them.  His  views  on  its  necessity  and  nature  can  be  gathered 
from  the  lectures  on  Moral  Government,  the  appendix  on  Jus- 
tice, and  from  section  third  of  the  Essay  on  the  Ti-inity  in  the 
present  volume.  N.  P. 

Tali  Collbqb,  July,  1859. 
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THE   TRINITY. 

I.— THE  IMPORT  OF  THE  DOCTRINE. 

Sot  pretomptiloiiB  to  attempt  to  defln*  the  doctrine.— Prevalenee  of  the  opposite  Tlew.— We  vuj 
believe  an  nniotelligible  proposition  to  be  true;  bnt  what  we  do  belieye,  we  nnderstand.— The 
proposition  that  there  are  three  persons  in  one  Ood^  in  the  ordinary  signification  of  the  terms, 
is  absord.— The  meaning  of  the  words  may  be  limited. — Different  statements  of  the  doctrine. — 
Remarks  upon  theoL— The  Scriptural  doctrine  stated.— Plan  of  the  dlBcnssion  in  five  diTls- 
ions.— 1.  The  import  of  the  doctrine  does  not  involve  the  use  of  the  word«  being  and  person  in 
the  same  meaning. — ^The  peculiar  meaning  of  each  defined.— General  form  in  which  Trinitari- 
ans hold  their  doctrine.— More  particular  form  may  bo  authorized  by  the  Scriptures. 

What  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  f 

By  some  this  would  be  deemed,  if  not  an  irreverent,  at  least 
a  presumptuous  inquiry.  Tlie  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  has  so 
often  been  called  a  mystery,  that  he  who  claims  to  understand 
and  explain  it,  can  hardly  expect  a  hearing,  even  on  the  part  of 
many  who  profess  to  receive  it  as  an  essential  doctrine  of  Chris- 
tianity. Explain  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity — this  profoundest 
of  all  mysteries !  What  presumption  1  Presumption — folly — 
though  it  be,  I  must  be  permitted  to  profess  to  understand  what 
I  believe,  and  to  hope  that,  guided  by  the  oracles  of  God,  I 
may  lead  others  to  understand  and  believe  also.  Otherwise,  I 
should  feel  myself  to  be  in  the  awkward  and  disgraceful  posi- 
tion of  professing  to  teach  what*  I  am  convinced  I  do  not  un- 
derstand,  and  therefore  cannot  teach.  Besides,  what  do  they 
mean  who  characterize  a  doctrine  of  revelation — a  doctrine 
revealed  to  faith — a  revealed  doctrine — as  a  mystery  ?  A  re- 
vealed doctrine,  if  it  is  any  thing,  is  a  truth  taught  by  divine 
revelation — a  truth  intelligibly  presented  to  the  human  mind, 
for  its  apprehension  and  assent.     Be  this  truth  more  or  less 
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comprehensive,  general  or  particular,  so  far  as  it  is  reveale<], 
it  is  taught ;  so  far  as  it  is  taught,  it  can  bo  understood  and 
believed  ;  and  so  far  as  it  can  be  understood  and  believed,  h 
constitutes  the  revealed  doctrine,  and  no  farther.  A  doctrine 
announced  in  words  which  cannot  be  interpreted  or  under- 
stood, is  not  a  revealed  doctrine.  To  say  that  God  is  one 
being  in  three  persons^  is  to  express  some  meaning,  or  it  is  not. 
If  it  expresses  no  meaning,  why  say  it,  or  why  pretend  to  be- 
lieve it?  K  it  expresses  some  meaning,  what  is  it?  This 
meaning  may  be  more  or  less.  If  it  be  real,  it  can  be  under- 
stood and  believed ;  and  we  are  bound,  if  it  be  a  doctrine  of 
divine  revelation,  to  understand  and  believe  it.  It  is  true  that 
a  divine  revelation  must  have  a  limit,  for  man  cannot  know  all 
that  God  knows.  There  must  be  some  point  where  the  curtain 
is  not  lifted,  and  beyond  which  all  is  darkness.  But  so  far  as 
revelation  goes,  so  far  there  is  light ;  so  far,  and  no  farther, 
truth,  be  it  little  or  much,  is  revealed,  and  therefore  may  be 
understood  and  believed.  What  then,  I  ask,  is  a  revealed 
truth  or  doctrine  which  is  a  mystery  f — what  but  a  reveaUd 
doctrine  which  is  riot  revealed  ?  Men  who  take  such  ground^ 
who  claim  to  believe  mysteries — what  they  do  not  understand, 
— must  expect  to  be  charged  with  holding  contradictions  and 
absurdities,  and  must,  I  think,  be  quite  aware  of  the  justice  of 
the  charge. 

It  ought  perhaps  here  to  be  said,  that  Trinitarians,  when 
pressed  with  the  absurdity  of  professing  to  believe  a  doctrine 
which  they  constantly  denominate  a  mystery^  often  resort  to  a 
distinction  between  a  fact  and  the  mode  or  manner  of  a  fact ; 
as,  for  example,  the  fact  of  the  general  resurrection,  and  the 
mode  of  tlie  fact.  This  distinction  is  obvious.  AVliat  is  re- 
vealed— what  is  the  fact — ^what  is  the  doctrine  f  Plainly  the 
resurrection  of  the  body.  "  Behold,  says  the  apostle,  "  I  will 
show  you  a  mystery."  But  this  is  no  mystery  when  shown, 
but  a  fact,  as  easily  comprehended  as  that  man  exists  or  lives 
before  he  dies.  The  mystery  is  not  in  that  which  is  revealed — 
not  in  the  fact  which  constitutes  the  doctrine  to  be  believed — 
but  in  the  mode  or  manner  of  the  resurrection,  which  is  not  ex- 
plained, and  which  of  course  is  no  part  of  the  revealed  doctrine, 
and  in  no  respect  the  object  of  faith.  So  in  the  present  case, 
the  fact  of  one  God  in  three  persons,  in  some  peculiar  sense  of 
the  language,  is  the  doctrine  revealed  and  the  doctrine  to  l:c 
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believed.  In  respect  to  the  mysterious,  unrevealed  mode  of 
the  fact,  we  are  to  have  no  faith.  Now  the  error  on  the  part 
of  Trinitarians  is,  that  they  so  constantly  speak  of  the  doctrine 
of  the  Trinity — the  fact  revealed  to  faith  as  a  mystery — when 
after  all  and  by  their  own  showing,  the  fact  which  constitutes 
the  doctrine  is  not  a  mystery,  but  only  tlie  mode  or  manner  of 
the  fact  So  long  as  they  confound  this  distinction,  and  call 
the  doctrine  (the  truth  revealed  to  faith)  a  mystery^  what  can 
they  expect  but  to  be  charged  with  the  absurdity  of  believing 
what  they  do  not  understand,  or  of  teaching  that  what  is  re- 
vealed is  not  revealed  ? 

It  is  true  that  one  may  believe  an  unintelligible  proposition 
to  be  a  true  one,  but  he  cannot  believe  the  truth  expressed  in 
such  a  proposition.  One  who  does  not  understand  Greek,  may 
be  told  that  'Ev  dpxi  f^v  6  Xdyog  is  a  true  proposition,  and,  on 
the  ground  of  sufficient  testimony,  may  believe  it  to  be  ;  but  he 
does  not  understand,  and  therefore  cannot  believe,  the  truth 
which  it  expresses.  The  proposition  which  he  believes  is  one 
which  he  understands,  viz.,  that  the  proposition  in  Greek  is 
true ;  but  not  understanding  its  import,  he  no  more  believes 
it — no  more  assents  to  the  truth  which  it  expresses,  than  he 
assents  to  its  converse.  Let  us  then  no  longer  pretend  to  be- 
lieve what  ve  do  not  understand,  and  when  charged  with  it, 
exult  in  this  self-stultification,  as  if  we  thereby  honored  God 
and  God's  revelation.  This  revelation,  in  requiring  faith  of 
men,  proceeds  on  another  principle.  It  limits  its  requirement 
to  what  is  revealed,  and  of  course  to  what  can  be  understood. 
Without  then,  making  the  least  claim  to  omniscience,  or  pre- 
tending to  know  all  that  concerning  God  which  he  knows  con- 
cerning himself — without  claiming  to  know  what  any  one  else 
may  not  know — ^I  do  claim  to  know  what  God  has  revealed 
concerning  himself  as  one  God  in  thkee  persons. 

Let  us  then  now  look  the  difficulty  directly  in  the  face,  that 
we  may  see  what  it  is  and  all  that  it  is. 

It  is  admitted  then,  that  there  is  only  one  living  and  true 
God ;  that  is,  that  whatever  God  is  as  a  Being,  there  is  one  and 
only  one  such  being.  Now  the  word  person^  as  does  each  of 
the  pronouns  /,  thou^  he^  implies  in  its  ordinary  use  and  appli- 
cation, a  being — a  distinct  being ;  and  the  word  hemg  denotes 
or  implies  the  existence  of  one  substance  with  one  nature,  or 
with  one  class  or  set  of  attributes  or  properties.    Hence  to  say. 
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in  the  ordinary  use  and  meaning  of  these  terms,  that  there  is 
one  God  in  three  persons^  or  three  persons  ir  on^  God^  is  a  plain 
contradiction.  It  is  the  absnrditr  of  saying  that  one  being  is 
three  beings — one  God  is  three  Gods  ;  or  that  three  beings  are 
one  being — three  Gods  are  one  God. 

I  have  no  desire  to  denv  or  conceal  this  absurdity :  bnt 
to  charge  Trinitarians  wirh  maintaining,  or  the  Scriptures  with 
teaching  it,  is  a  shameless  misrepresentation.     TiVTio  does  not 
know  that  Trinitarians  claim,  in  the  statement  of  their  doctrine, 
to  use  the  terms  heing  and  person  not  in  tlieir  ordinary,  but  ?n 
a  peculiar  meaning,  demanded  by  the  nature  of  the  subjc*.!^ 
This,  whatever  else  it  mav  involve,  does  not  necessarily  invol^* 
the  absurdity  which  results  from   the  ordinary  use  of  the.*' 
terms.     It  is  further  claimed,  that  in  using  these  and  equivr 
lent  terms  in  a  peculiar  and  unusual  meaning  in  their  presea 
application,  Trinitarians  conform  to  the  example  of  the  sacret 
writei*8,  and  that  they,  in  using  the  terms  in  question  in  a  pe 
culiar  and  unusual  meaning,  were  led  to  do  so  hy  those  laws  oj 
'usage  which  decisively  control  the  use  of  language  in  sucl? 
causes. 

It  is  undeniable  that  the  words  God^  heing^person,  either  of 
the  personal  pronouns  7J  thou^  he — indeed,  any  word — may  be 
properly  used  in  a  more  extended  or  a  more  limited  meaning 
than  its  ordinary  one,  provided  there  is  good  and  sufficient 
reason  for  such  a  use,  and  good  and  sufficient  evidence  that  it  is 
so  used.  On  this  principle,  we  claim  to  vindicate  the  peculiar 
use  of  the  words  specified,  when  employed  in  relation  to  the 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity.  What  the  meaning  of  any  of  these 
words  is  when  thus  employed,  we  propose  to  show  hereafter, 
I  only  say  now,  that  if  there  is  that  eternal,  self-existent,  infi- 
nite Being  whom  we  call  God,  there  is  a  reasonable  presump- 
tion that  the  mode  of  his  subsistence  and  the  constituent  ele- 
ments of  his  being  should  differ,  at  least  in  some  respects,  from 
those  of  creatures ;  and  that,  should  it  become  necessary  for 
the  purposes  of  his  goodness  and  mercy,  to  reveal  this  differ- 
ence to  any  extent  to  the  human  mind  through  the  medium  of 
human  language,  it  would  become  necessary  also  to  change  the 
terms  used  from  the  meaning  they  had  acquired  in  their  ordi- 
nary application.  This  is  indeed  the  great  law  of  usago  M'liich 
has  ever  prevailed  when  new  truths  are  to  be  made  kTmwn  in 
the  us!o  of  ordinarv  terms.     When  such  truths  are  to  l>e  com- 
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innnicated  to  the  popular  mind,  the  natural  and  common  mode 
of  communication  is  not  to  invent  new,  but  to  employ  old  words, 
in  more  or  less  of  their  former  meaning,  and  to  rely  on  the 
known  nature  of  the  subject,  or  other  evidence,  to  determine 
the  new  and  changed  import  of  the  terms  employed. 

To  recur  to  our  leading  inquiry — 

What  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  ? 

Tliis  question  may  be  understood  to  refer  to  what  the  defend- 
ers of  the  doctrine  have  meant  by  it,  or  to  the  doctrine  which 
is  supposed  to  be  taught  in  the  Scriptures. 

To  pursue  the  inquiry  in  reference  to  all  the  varieties  of  opin- 
ion which  have  been  propounded  by  the  advocates  of  the  doc- 
trine, would  take  us  beyond  our  prescribed  limits.  At  the 
same  time,  it  is  important  to  our  main  purpose  to  examine  some 
of  the  most  prominent  opinions  on  this  controverted  subject 
The  general  and  more  common  statement  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity  is,  that  there  is  one  God  in  three  persons, — the  Father, 
the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost.  Very  different  meanings  how- 
ever, have  been  given  to  the  word  person  in  this  application. 
By  the  Sabellians,  the  phrase  "  three  persons"  was  used  to  de- 
note three  relations  of  .God  ;  viz.,  that  of  Creator,  that  of  Ke- 
deemer,  and  that  of  Sanctifier.  "  This,"  says  Dr.  Wallis,  "  is 
what  we  mean,  and  all  we  mean,  when  we  say  God  is  three 
persons."  "  If,  among  us,  one  man  may  sustain  three  persons 
(as  when  TuUy  says, '  Sustineo  times  ires  persanas  /  mecmij  ad- 
versarii^  jvdicis^\  without  being  three  men,  why  should  it  be 
thought  incredible  that  three  divine  persons  may  be  one  God, 
as  well  as  those  three  other  persons  be  one  man  ?" — Letters  on 
the  Trinity,  pp.  68,  69. 

Says  Bishop  Bull :  "  The  unanimous  sense  of  the  Catholic 
doctors  of  the  Church,  for  the  first  three  ages  of  Christianity,  is — 

*'  I.  That  there  are  in  the  Godhead  three  (not  mere  names  or 
modes,  but)  really  distinct  hypostases  or  persons,— the  Father, 
the  Son  or  Word  of  God,  and  the  Holy  Ghost. 

"  n.  That  these  three  persons  are  one  Gk)d,  which  they  thus 
explain : 

"  1.  There  is  but  one  fountain  or  principle  of  Divinity :  Gk)d 
the  Father,  who  only  is  dvT6deof-^od  of  and  from  himself ;  the 
Son  and  Holy  Ghost,  deriving  their  divinity  from  him;  the 
Son  immediately  from  the  Father;  the  Holy  Ghost  from  the 
Father  and  the  Son,  or  from  the  Father  by  the  Son. 
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"  2.  The  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  are  so  derived  from  the  Fonn- 
tain  of  the  Divinity,  as  that  they  are  not  separate  or  separable 
from  it,  bnt  do  still  exist  in  it,  and  are  most  intimately  united 
to  it." —  WorkSy  vol.  iii.,  p.  829. 

Says  Waterland  :  "  By  person,  I  certainly  mean  a  real  per- 
son, an  hypostasis ;  no  mode,  attribute,  or  property.  Each 
divine  person  is  an  individual,  intelligent  agent ;  but  as  sub- 
sisting in  one  undivided  substance,  they  are  all  together,  in  that 
respect,  but  one  undivided,  intelligent  agent.  Tlie  Church 
never  professed  three  hypostases  in  any  other  sense  but  as 
they  meant  three  persons." —  Vind.  of  Chrisfs  Divinity^  pp. 
350,  351. 

Sherlock  maintains  that  the  v^orA  person  signifies  being,  and 
considers  the  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit  as  three  distinct  minds  or 
beings,  and  yet  maintains  that  these  are  inseparably  one  God. 
"  It  is  plain,"  says  he,  "  the  persons  are  perfectly  distinct.  A 
person  is  an  intelligent  being ;  and  to  say  there  are  three  divine 
persons,  and  not  three  distinct  infinite  minds,  is  both  heresy 
and  nonsense." —  Vind.  of  the  THnity^  sec.  iv.,  p.  76. 

John  Howe  is  more  cautious,  and  without  aflirming  three 
distinct  substances,  i.  e.,  three  distinct  jninds  or  spirits,  asserts 
the  possiMlity  that  there  should  be  three  spirits  so  united  as  to 
be  one  thing ,  and  yet  continuing  distinct. —  Works j  p.  140. 

Bishop  Horsley  says  :  "  I  hold  that  the  Father's  faculties  are 
not  exerted  on  external  things,  otherwise  than  through  the  Sou 
and  the  Holy  Ghost;  that  the  Scriptures,  by  discovering,  a 
Trinity,  teach  clearly  that  the  metaphysical  unity  of  the  divine 
nature  is  not  a  unity  of  persons ;  but  that  they  do  not  teach 
such  a  separation  and  independence  of  these  persons  as  amounts 
to  Tritheism.  I  maintain  that  the  three  persons  are  one  hein^^ 
— one  by  mutual  relation,  indissoluble  connection,  and  gradual 
subordination ;  so  strictly  one,  that  any  individual  thing  in  the 
whole  world  of  matter  and  of  spirit  presents  but  a  faint  shadow 
of  their  unity.  I  maintain  that  each  person  by  himself  is  God, 
because  each  possesses  fvUy  every  oMrifnUe  of  the  divine  nature. 
But  I  maintain  that  these  three  persons  are  all  included  in  the 
very  idea  of  God." 

Dr.  Emmons,  by  three  persons  in  the  Gk)dhead,  means  that 
"God  exists  in  such  a  manner,  that  there  is  a  proper  foundation 
in  his  nature  to  speak  of  himself  in  the  first,  second,  and  third 
[•ersons,  and  to  say  /,  thou^  and  he^  meaning  only  himself." 
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Dr.  Worcester's  view  of  the  three  persons  in  the  Godhead 
seems  to  differ  from  that  of  Dr.  Emmons,  chiefly  in  being  more 
particular.  He  speaks  of  three  divine  agents  united  in  one 
God,  and  of  each  as  possessing  divine  attributes,  and  affirms 
that  his  understanding  of  the  iQTxa person^  thus  used,  is  as  clear 
as  when  applied  to  angels  or  to  men.  How  these  agents,  each 
possessing  divine  attributes,  can  be  one  God,  he  pretends  not 
to  understand.  His  proposition  declares  nothing  of  the  mode 
of  the  union,  and  concerning  this  he  believes  nothing. 

Professor  Stuart,  by  the  word  person^  intends  that  which,  in 
some  respect  or  other,  corresponds  to  persons  as  applied  to  men, 
that  is,  some  distinction  /  not  that  we  attach  to  it  the  meaning 
of  three  beings  with  a  separate  consciousness,  will,  omnipo- 
tence, omniscience,  &c.  He  says :  "  We  undertake  not  at  all 
to  describe  affirmatively  the  distinction  of  the  Godhead."  And 
yet  he  has  done  it  to  a  certain  extent.  Thus  he  says,  "  There 
is  a  distinction  which  affords  ground  for  the  appellations  of  the 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  which  lays  a  foundation  for  the 
application  of  the  personal  pronouns  I,  thou,  he,  which  renders 
it  proper  to  speak  of  sending,  and  being  sent,"  &c.  The  same 
writer,  in  a  letter  to  the  Christian  Spectator,  1821,  p.  435,  pro- 
nounces the  distinction  between  essence  and  attributes  a  chi- 
mera ;  asserts  that  numerical  unity — ^which  he  explains  to  be 
one  instance  of  the  union  of  divine  attributes — ^is  the  only  unity 
which  can  be  predicated  of  the  Deity.  He  rejects  a  distinc- 
tion in  divine  attributes,  and  on  the  ground  that  the  distinction 
of  persons  can  be  applied  to  neither  essence  nor  attributes,  sup- 
poses other  properties^  which  are  neither  essence  nor  attributes, 
of  which  the  distinction  is  predicable.  And  yet  in  his  letters 
to  Dr.  Channing,  he  has  virtually  contradicted  this  by  saying 
in  respect  to  numerical  unity ^  "  How  does  this  prove  that  there 
may  not  be,  or  that  there  are  not,  distinctions  in  the  Godhead, 
either  in  regard  to  attributes  or  essence^  the  nature  of  which  is 
unknown  to  us  ?"  &c.  How  many  incongruities  there  are  in 
these  statements  I  will  not  decide. 

With  respect  to  that  view  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity 
which  supposes  it  to  respect  the  three  relations  of  God  as  Cre- 
ator, Redeemer,  and  Sanctifier,  I  shall  hope  to  show  hereafter, 
that  it  contradicts  the  whole  tenor  of  the  word  of  God. 

With  respect  to  that  view  of  the  doctrine  which  considers 
the  word  person  as  equivalent  to  the  word  ietng^  it  is  obvious, 
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that  if  the  word  being  is  understood  in  its  ordinary  import,  and 
if  it  be  said  that  God  is  one  being  in  three  persons,  this  view 
is  self-contradictory.  This  however,  is  not  perhaps  reasonably 
supposed. 

With  respect  to  that  view  which  makes  the  distinction  in 
the  Godhead  a  proper  ground  for  applying  the  personal  pro- 
nouns to  denote  it,  and  yet  maintains  that  the  vforApersan  and 
the  pronouns  in  this  use  have  not  their  ordinary  meaning,  this, 
though  a  common  view  of  the  doctrine,  is  attended  with  one 
serious  difficulty, — it  is  using  language  which  conveys  no  defi- 
nite meaning  beyond  the  fact  of  a  mere  distinction.  To  say 
that  there  is  a  distinction  in  tlie  Godhead  which  renders  proper 
the  application  of  the  personal  pronouns  to  denote  it,  is  saying 
nothing,  unless  it  be  told  what  is  meant  by  tlie  pronouns  when 
thus  applied.  Their  import  may  be,  as  thus  used,  more  or  less 
extensive.  To  say  that  they  are  not  used  in  their  ordinary  sense 
and  no  more,  is  simply  saying  what  they  do  not  mean.  These 
terms,  as  used  in  the  Scriptures,  are  designed  to  convey,  and 
do  unavoidably  convey  a  meaning,  and  it  becomes  us  to  say 
what  that  meaning  is.  Otherwise  there  can  be  no  reason  for 
their  use,  and  any  other  words,  or  no  words,  might  as  well  be 
used  as  these. 

With  respect  to  that  view  of  the  doctrine  which  affirms  a 
threefold  distinction  in  the  Godhead  and  disclaims  any  affirma- 
tive description  of  that  distinction,  and  yet  to  a  certain  extent 
professedly  gives  such  a  description,  it  is  difficult  to  say  any 
thing  positively.  If  the  writer  means  that  there  is  a  distinction 
which  is  the  ground  of  applying  the  pronouns  /,  thou^  he^  with- 
out any  part  of  their  ordinary  meaning,  his  doctrine  is  the  same 
as  that  last  considered,  and  is  liable  to  the  same  objections.  If 
the  pronouns  retain  a  part  of  their  ordinaiy  meaning,  the  ques- 
tion is,  how  nmch  and  what  ?  Unless  this  be  told,  who  will  be 
the  wiser  for  such  a  use  of  words  ?  Be  these  things  however, 
as  they  may,  the  positions  of  this  writer  seem  to  justify  the 
remark,  that  writers,  in  attempting  to  define  or  explain  this 
doctrine,  are  liable  to  say  too  little  as  well  as  too  much.  On 
the  one  hand  he  seems  to  have  said  too  much.  When  he  pro- 
nounces the  distinction  between  essence  and  attributes  a  chi- 
mera, he  asserts  more  than  he  knows  or  can  prove  to  be  true. 
The  same  remark  applies  to  his  affirmation,  that  numerical 
unity,  or  one  instance  of  the  union  of  divine  attributes,  is  the 
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cnLy  unity  that  can  be  predicated  of  the  Deity.  When  he  sup- 
poses that  other  properties  pertain  to  the  Deity  which  are 
neither  essence  nor  attributes,  and  of  whicli  the  distinctions  in 
the  Godhead  are  to  be  predicated,  he  contradicts  another  sup- 
position that  he  makes,  viz.,  that  there  are  distinctions  in  regard 
to  either  essence  or  attributes.  On  the  other  hand  he  asserts 
too  little,  when  he  simply  says  that  there  is  a  distinction  in  the 
Oodhead  which  is  the  foundation  of  applying  the  personal 
pronouns  /,  ihxm^  he.  For  to  say  this  and  nothing  more,  except 
to  deny,  as  ho  does,  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  words  when 
thus  applied,  is  to  say  nothing,  or  at  the  best,  to  assert  the  fact 
of  a  distinction  which  might  as  well  be  denoted  by  any  three 
letters  of  the  alphabet  as  by  the  personal  pronouns.  Besides, 
to  predicate  other  properties  of  God,  which  are  neither  essence 
nor  attributes,  seems  like  predicating  other  properties  than  all 
which  are  essential  to  his  Deity. 

If  the  preceding  remarks  are  just,  we  have  arrived  at  no  very 
satisfactory  conclusion  from  examining  the  views  of  others  re- 
specting the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity.  It  ought  however,  to  be 
remarked,  that  none  of  the  statements  which  we  have  noticed 
are  liable  to  the  charge  of  Tritheism. 

I  now  proceed  to  the  inquiry — 

What  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  as  taught  in  the  Scrip- 
tures % 

This  doctrine  respects  iki'^  pecuUar  mode  of  the  divine  sub- 
sistence— the  peculiar  elements  which  constitute  the  being 
whom  the  Scriptures  call  God.  On  the  one  hand  some  sup- 
pose that  in  the  exhibition  which  the  Scriptures  make  of  God, 
there  ie  nothing  peculiar  in  respect  to  the  mode  of  his  subsist- 
ence, but  on  the  contrary,  that  they  authorize  and  require  us 
to  form  the  same  general  conception  of  his  being  as  consisting 
of  one  substance  and  one  phenomenal  nature  (or,  as  this  may 
be  and  is,  for  convenient  conception  and  speech,  subdivided 
into  particular  attributes,  by  which  he  is  constituted  the  divine 
Being  or  God),  that  we  form  of  the  being  of  a  man  or  of  an 
angel,  as  consisting  of  one  substance  and  one  phenomenal  na- 
ture (which  may  be  subdivided  and  classified  in  like  manner), 
and  by  which  he  is  constituted  a  man  or  an  angel.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  now  maintained,  that  in  the  scriptural  exhibition  of 
Gk)d  is  involved  a  peculiar  mode  of  subsistence,  and  that  the 
Scriptures  employ  such  peculiarity  of  language  on  this  subject. 
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as  to  oblige  us  to  form  a  very  different  conception  of  what  con- 
stitutes God  the  being  that  he  is,  from  our  ordinary  conception 
of  what  constitutes  man  or  an  angel  the  being  that  he  is.  To 
express  then,  my  own  views  of  the  subject,  I  now  proceed  to 
say,  that — 

The  Scriptural  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  in  some  peculiar  and 
authorized  import  of  the  language,  is,  that — 

Th^^re  is  one  God  in  three  persons  /  or,  tJiat  God  is  one  being 
in  three  persons  /  or,  that  God  is  one  divine  heiny  in  three  di- 
vine persons.  • 

Here  I  will  briefly  state  what  I  mean  "  by  a  peculiar  and 
authorized  import  of  the  language."  If  the  mode  in  which 
God  subsists  be  peculiar  and  diverse  from  that  of  his  creatures ; 
if  the  revelation  of  this  peculiarity  to  men  was  demanded  by 
the  designs  of  his  wisdom  and  goodness,  and  could  be  ex- 
pressed for  his  purposes,  in  the  best  way  possible,  by  adopting 
tenns  already  in  familiar  use,  modifying  their  ordinary  import 
by  extending  and  restricting  that  import,  according  to  usage 
in  such  cases ;  and  if  according  to  these  principles  the  best 
form  of  announcing  the  truth  were  to  say,  God  is  one  being  in 
three  persons,  or  to  say  the  same  thing  in  any  other  equivalent 
forms  of  speech,  this  would  be  using  language  in  a  peculiar  yet 
authorised  import. 

I  now  propose  to  discuss,  in  several  lectures,  the  subject  un- 
der consideration  in  the  following  method  : 

I.  To  explain  the  import  of  the  foregoing  statement  of  the 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  in  this  general,  and  also  in  a  more  par- 
ticular form  of  presenting  it ; 

II.  To  show  the  possibility,  in  opposition  to  the  alleged  im- 
possibility, of  its  truth  in  both  forms  of  statement ; 

III.  To  show  that  there  is  no  presumption  against,  but  rather 
a  presumption  for,  the  truth  of  the  doctrine  ; 

IV.  To  consider  the  manner  in  which  the  language  of  the 
Scriptures  on  the  subject  is  used ; 

V.  To  show  that  this  language  of  the  Scriptures,  according 
to  a  just  interpretation,  teaches  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  as 
now  explained.* 

I  propose — 

I.  To  explain  the  import  of  this  doctrine. 

o  The  discussion  of  the  last  of  these  positions  was  not  finished  by  Dr.  Taylor. 
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Here  I  remark  at  the  outset,  that  the  very  statement  of  the 
doctrine,  though  in  general  and  unexplained  terras,  ought  to 
be  sufficient  security  against  the  charge  of  using  the  words 
heing  and  person  in  the  same  meaning.  Indeed  this  or  any 
equivalent  statement,  made  by  men  of  ordinary  intellectual 
capacity,  and  especially  by  a  large  class  of  distinguished 
scholars  and  divines,  creates  a  strong  presumption  that  they 
turn 'these  words,  as  is  common  in  the  case  of  other  words 
when  the  exigency  demands  it,  from  their  ordinarj^  meaning 
— that  they  intend  not  the  same  thing  by  heing  and  person^  but 
things  so  diverse  as  to  exempt  the  proposition  from  self-con- 
tradiction, and  that  these  words  are  the  best  for  the  pui*pose 
which  language  affords.  Should  one  have  occasion  to  say  of 
some  particular  thing  that  it  is  one  and  three,  or  one  thing  in 
three  things,  the  fair  construction  of  his  language  would  be, 
that  he  did  not  use  the  word  thing  in  the  phrase  one  thmg  in 
precisely  the  same  specific  meaning  in  which  he  used  it  in  the 
phrase  three  things^  and  should  he  produce  a  threefold  cord  as 
the  example  and  proof  of  the  truth  of  his  proposition,  every 
honest  mind  would  so  interpret  his  proposition  as  to  give  it 
an  obvious  and  consistent  meaning.  So  in  the  present  case. 
Though  from  the  words  merely,  one  might  not  be  able  to  say 
precisely  what  Trinitarians  do  mean,  it  would  be  a  gross  viola- 
tion of  propriety  and  fair  dealing,  to  assume  that  they  intend 
the  same  thing  by  both  woixJs,  and  to  affirm  that,  in  this  sense, 
they  maintain  that  one  being  is  three  beings,  or  that  three  per- 
sons are  one  person.  And  yet  when  will  such  unfair  and  un- 
authorized representations  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  cease 
to  be  made  ? 

The  words  heing  zxid  person  then,  in  their  present  application, 
are  not  used  in  their  precise  ordinary  import,  but  in  a  some- 
what peculiar  meaning  demanded  by  the  exigency  of  the  case. 

What  then  is  this  peculiar  meaning  ?  The  answer  to  this 
question  must  be  determined  by  those  laws  or  principles  of 
interpretation  which  are  applicable  to  the  language  which  the 
sacred  writers  employ  on  the  subject.  As  my  present  object 
is  merely  to  explain  my  own  view  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trin- 
ity, this  is  not  the  place  fully  to  unfold  those  principles  of  in- 
terpretation by  which  I  suppose  this  view  of  the  doctrine  to  be 
established.  And  yet  it  will  be  of  obvious  advantage  for  the 
purpose  of  explanation,  so  far  to  refer  to  some  of  these  p^n- 
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ciples  as  to  unfold,  to  some  extent,  the  process  by  which  I  am 
led  to  adopt  that  view  of  the  doctrine  now  to  be  presented. 

To  the  question  then,  concerning  the  peculiar  meaning  of 
the  words  being  and  person^  when  I  say  that  God  is  (me  being 
in  three  persons^  I  answer  first,  that  in  the  most  general  mean- 
ing, the  word  being^  in  its  present  application,  is  used  to  denote 
^ne  substance  with  such  other  constituting  elements  denoted 
jy  the  word  persons^  as  the  exigency  of  the  case  requires — 
Jieaning  by  this,  that  which  arises  from  the  known  nature  of 
die  subject,  and  the  facts  of  revelation.  When  I  speak  of  the 
import  required  by  this  exigency,  I  mean  such  a  conception  of 
God  as  one  being,  as  shall  not  be  inconsistent  with  what,  in 
•3ome  peculiar  sense  of  the  language,  is  called  his  tri-person- 
ality^  or  with  three  pereons  in  the  Godhead,  and  such  a  con- 
ception of  his  tri-personaiity  as  shall  not  be  inconsistent  with 
what  is  called  his  oneness  of  being.  In  this  most  general  im- 
port of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  Trinitarians  would  agree, 
however  they  may  differ  in  respect  to  more  particular  state- 
ments of  that  which  constitutes  and  determines  the  oneness  of 
the  being  and  his  tri-personality.  I  mean  to  say,  that  all  Trin- 
itainans,  properly  so  called,  or  with  exceptions  which  need  not 
be  noticed,  maintain  that  God  is  one  substance  with  such  other 
constituting  elements,  that  in  some  consistent,  peculiar,  and 
yet  authorized  import  of  the  language,  he  is,  in  view  of  the 
exigency  of  the  case,  truly  and  properly  said  to  be  one  God  in 
three  persons. 

Again :  in  accordance  with  this  general  answer  to  the  ques- 
tion proposed,  I  now  give  a  somewhat  more  particular  answer. 

I  remark  then,  first,  in  respect  to  the  word  being^  that  in  its 
present  application  it  is  used  in  a  more  extended  than  its  ordi- 
nary meaning.  In  its  ordinary  meaning,  it  is  sufficient  for  the 
present  purpose  to  say,  that  the  word  being  denotes  one  svh- 
stance  with  a  phenomenal  nature — understanding  by  substance 
simply  a  something  as  opposed  to  nothing^  to  which  a  phenom- 
enal nature  pertains^  and  by  a  phenomenal  naMore^  that  nature 
which  directly  and  proximately  manifests  itself  in  phenomena^ 
and  which^  in  its  rdalions  to  different  pherwmefna^  is  commonly 
called  the  attributes  or  properties^  or  the  essential  attributes  or 
properties  of  a  being.  This  conception,  in  the  ordinary  use  of 
the  word  beingj  may  be  said,  so  far  as  our  present  purpose 
is  concerned,  to  constitute  the  entire  meaning  of  the  word. 
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Nothing  less  than  the  object  of  this  conception  can  be  properly 
called  a  being,  even  in  its  most  restricted  meaning.  The 
moment  we  drop  either  of  these  elementary  conceptions,  we 
necessarily  drop  the  other,  and  so  both.  The  only  possible 
conception  without  these,  must  be  of  that  which  can  have  no 
subsistence,  for  it  must  be  either  one  which  is  a  mere  object  of 
thought — as  of  a  geometric  point — or  it  must  be  a  conception 
of  that  which  can  have  no  existence,  except  what  depends, 
while  it  exists,  on  something  as  its  cause — as  the  conception  of 
a  thought  or  volition.  Hence,  as  it  will  be  admitted  that  the 
conception  of  a  being  is  the  conception  of  a  real  subsistence— 
i.  e.,  of  that  which,  having  existence,  subsists  of  itself — it  fol- 
lows that  the  word  heing^  when  applied  to  God,  however  it 
may  be  extended  beyond  its  ordinary  meaning,  must  include 
at  least  one  substance  with  one  phenomenal  natm^e — which 
nature,  in  its  relations  to  different  phenomena,  is  commonly 
called  the  attributes  or  properties,  or  the  essential  attributes 
or  properties  of  the  being.  But  the  word  heing^  in  its  present 
application,  must  also  from  the  exigency  of  the  case,  have  a 
more  extended  than  its  ordinary  meaning;  that  is,  its  ordinary 
meaning,  in  view  of  the  facts  of  revelation,  must  be  so  ex- 
tended as  to  include,  in  some  use  of  the  language,  the  scrip- 
tural fact  of  the  tri-personality  of  the  being — the  fact,  in  some 
sense,  of  three  persons  in  one  being.  In  determining  the  im- 
port of  the  word  being  in  this  application,  we  must  adhere  to 
the  univei-sal  necessary  conception  of  a  being,  so  far  as  to 
include  in  it  this  import ;  that  is,  we  must  include  in  our 
conception  of  the  being,  at  least  one  substance  with  one  phe- 
nomenal nature.  Without  this  conception,  we  can  conceive 
of  nothing  which  can  be  properly  called  a  being.  With  this 
conception,  though  under  the  scriptural  exigency,  or  in  view 
of  the  scriptural  evidence  of  the  tri-personality  of  the  being,  it 
be  extended  and  modified  in  any  manner  within  the  limits  of 
possibility,  we  may  with  entire  truth  and  propriety  speak  of 
him  as  one  being.  Facts  known,  or  ascertained  by  sufficient 
evidence,  do  and  must  always  control  and  determine  the  mean-  * 
ing  of  words.  Hence  new  or  peculiar  facts,  ascertained  in  the 
form  of  knowledge  or  faith,  in  respect  to  any  thing  or  kind  of 
a  thing — in  respect  to  any  being  or  kind  of  a  being— always 
change  or  modify,  by  extending  or  limiting  the  ordinary  mean- 
ing of  worda^    Accordingly,  let  it  be  thus  ascertained  that 
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Gk)d,  or  any  other  being,  consists  not  only  of  one  substance 
and  one  phenomenal  nature,  but  one  substance  and  of  tliree 
phenomenal  natures  of  the  same  kind,  or  of  three  phenomenal 
natures  of  the  same  kind,  each  having  its  own  peculiar  sub- 
stance, and  the  whole  united  in  one  common  substance,  and 
all  men,  with  such  a  conception  in  the  form  of  knowledge  or 
belief,  would  still  with  entire  propriety  speak  of  him  as  one 
being,  so  changing  the  language  from  its  ordinary  meaning, 
that  it  should  express  the  new  or  peculiar  conception  of  the 
object.  It  is  true  that  while  tliis  would  include  our  ordinary 
conception  of  a  being,  it  would  also  include  more ;  and  there 
being  evidence  of  more,  it  would  necessarily  include  more. 

The  word  pet'son^  in  its  present  application,  cannot  be  em- 
ployed in  more  than  its  ordinary  meaning,  but  must  be  used 
either  in  its  whole  ordinary  meaning,  or  in  such  a  part  of  it  as 
the  nature  of  the  subject  and  the  facts  of  revelation  require, 
or  as  the  scriptural  use  of  the  personal  pronouns,  when  applied 
to  distinguish  the  Father,  and  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost, 
and  the  fact  that  God  is  one  being,  require.  The  word  person^ 
in  its  ordinary  meaning,  is  not  strictly  synonymous  with  the 
word  ieing^  for  although  every  person  is  a  being,  every  being 
is  not  a  person. 

Now  the  use  of  the  word  persona^  by  Trinitarians,  in  affirm- 
ing the  existence  of  one  God  in  three  persons,  is  authorized 
solely  by  the  scriptural  use  of  the  personal  pronouns  as  applied 
to  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Spirit ;  and  no  one  of  these 
pronouns  can  be  used  in  any  case,  either  literally  or  metaphori- 
cally, either  in  its  full,  ordinary  meaning,  or  in  a  part  of  it,  with- 
out implying,  in  the  subject  or  the  person  to  whom  it  is  applied, 
capacity  or  qualification  for  action,  in  distinction  from  another 
person,  or  other  persons,  or  both.  If  we  drop  from  our  con- 
ception the  idea  of  this  distinct  capacity  or  qualification  for 
diversity  of  action  in  the  use  of  either  of  these  pronouns,  we 
necessarily  drop  from  our  conception  the  idea  of  any  object  to 
which  either  of  them  can  be  properly  applied,  according  to  any 
principles  of  extending  or  limiting  the  ordinary  meaning  of 
words.  In  such  a  case,  it  is  obvious  that  there  could  be  no 
more  propriety  in  using  a  personal  pronoun,  than  in  using  any 
other  word.  Even  in  any  supposed  case  of  personification  by 
the  use  of  a  personal  pronoun,  the  design  must  be  to  express 
an  imaginary  conception  of  the  distinct  qualification  for  action 
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in  the  subject.  It  is  plain  therefore,  that  whatever  else  may 
be  true  of  the  personal  pronouns  when  applied  in  the  Scrip- 
tures to  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  they  must  be 
employed  either  literally  or  metaphorically  in  personification, 
to  express  distinct  qualification  for  distinct  personal  action  in 
each  of  the  subjects  to  which  they  are  applied. 

If  now  we  suppose  the  Trinitarian,  when  aflSirming  that  Ood 
is  one  heing  in  three  persona^  to  use  the  language  in  its  full,  ordi- 
nary meaning,  and  to  underetand  the  pereonal  pronouns  to  be 
so  used  in  the  Scriptures  when  applied  to  the  Father,  Son,  and 
Holy  Spirit, — he  would  not  indeed  fall  into  Tritheism  any 
more  than  into  TJnitarianism,  since  he  would  assert  oneness  of 
being  as  well  as  tri-personality,  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the 
language ;  but  he  would  fall  into  self-contradiction  and  absurd- 
ity. If  we  suppose  him  to  mean,  by  the  above  statement  of 
his  doctrine,  three  persons  in  the  full,  ordinary  meaning  of  the 
language,  and  so  including  three  beings  in  the  ordinary  mean- 
ing of  the  language,  united  by  some  common  substance  so  as 
to  constitute  one  heing  in  an  unusual  and  peculiar  sense,  though 
in  this  he  may  assert  nothing  which  is  known  to  be  self-contra- 
dictory or  impossible  in  the  nature  of  things,  still  he  may  go 
beyond  what  the  scriptural  exigency  requires  or  warrants  him 
positively  to  aflirm.  Again,  if  we  suppose  the  Trinitarian  to 
use  the  phrase  three  persons^  in  the  statement  of  his  doctrine, 
to  denote  simply  the  most  general  idea  of  a  threefold  dis- 
tinction, or  three  distinctions  in  the  Godhead,  which  might  as 
well  be  denoted  by  the  letters  a?,  y,  2,  as  by  the  word  pereons, 
or  by  the  personal  pronouns,  then  he  falls  short  of  the  Scrip- 
tures, which,  in  this  use  of  these  pronouns,  clearly  and  unde- 
niably exhibit,  not  merely  an  unknown  threefold  distinction  in 
the  Gk)dhead,  but  a  threefold  distinction  which  these  pronouns, 
compared  with  any  other  terms  in  human  language,  are  pecu- 
liarly and  well  fitted  to  express ;  that  is,  a  threefold  personal 
distinction,  in  some  restricted  import  of  these  pronouns,  in 
which  more  or  less  of  their  ordinary  meaning  is  retained.  Tlie 
question  then  is,  in  how  much  of  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the 
yfOvA.  persona  must  the  Trinitarian  use  it  in  his  statement  that 
Ood  is  one  heing  in  three  persons^  to  express  the  meaning  of  the 
personal  pronouns  as  they  are  applied  to  the  Father,  Son,  and 
Holy  Spirit,  in  the  Scriptures  ?  I  answer,  according  to  what 
has  been  already  said,  in  no  more  of  it  than  shall  harmonize 
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with  the  fact,  in  some  peculiar  sense  of  the  language,  that  God 
is  one  heing^ — and  in  so  much  of  it  as  shall  involve  a  threefold 
distinction  in  the  Godhead,  or  in  the  whole  nature  of  the  Deity, 
which  is  a  threefold  qualification  for  performing,  in  a  corre- 
sponding limited  sense,  distinct,  divine,  personal,  phenomenal 
acts,  or  distinct,  divine,  phenomenal  acts  of  the  so-called  dis- 
tinct persons.  In  this  view  of  the  subject,  God  is  not  only  one 
being  in  the  ordinary  meaning  of  this  language,  inasmuch  as  he 
consists  of  one  substance  with  at  least  one  phenomenal  nature, 
but  as  one  being,  he  is  more — ^he  is  one  tri-personal  being,  or 
one  being  in  three  persons,  inasmuch  as  he  is  qualified  by  the 
peculiar  constitution  of  his  Godhead  or  whole  nature,  i.  e.,  by 
his  tri-personality,  for  performing  distinct,  divine,  phenomenal 
acts  in  each  person, — which  acts  are  not  distinct  in  every  re- 
spect as  the  acts  of  three  beings  are  distinct,  but  in  another  and 
peculiar  respect — distinct  as  may  easily  be  conceived  to  be  the 
acts  of  a  being  of  one  substance,  either  with  a  tlireefold  phe- 
nomenal nature,  or  some  other  peculiarity  of  his  entire  nature, 
qualifying  for  the  performance  of  three  distinct  forms  of  divine, 
personal,  phenomenal  action.  * 

Thus  it  is  believed  that  all  Trinitarians,  properly  so  called, 
maintain  that  God  is  one  divine  being  in  three  divine  persons — 
conceiving  that  sameness  and  community  of  substance,  with  at 
least  one  plienomenal  nature,  are  essential  to  the  oneness  of  God 
as  a  being,  and  that  though  they  may  diflfer  in  their  more  par- 
ticular views  of  his  tri-personality,  they  still  maintain  that  it  con- 
sists in  some  threefold  qualification  of  the  Godhead,  for  three- 
fold, distinct,  divine,  and  thus,  in  some  sense,  personal  forma 
of  phenomenal  action.  This  too,  it  is  believed,  is  the  scriptural 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity.  It  is,  according  to  what  has  now  been 
said,  in  its  most  general  form,  and  in  some  peculiar  yet  au- 
thorized import  of  the  language,  that  Gk)D  is  one  DI\^NE  being 
IN  THREE  DIVINE  PERSONS ;  or,  as  uow  explained,  that  God  is 
one  being,  in  such  a  modified  sense  qf  the  terms  as  to  include 
three  persons  in  such  a  mx)dified  sense  of  the  terms,  that,  by  his 
ifHrpersonalityy  or  by  the  three  persons  qf  his  Godhead,  lie  is 
qualified,  in  a  correepondvng  modifi£d  sense,  for  three  distinct, 
personal,  divine  forms  of  phenomenal  action^'  or  thus:  Godj 
in  a  mx}difijed  use  of  the  language,  is  one  being  in  three  persons^ 
qualified  by  the  three  persons  of  his  Godhead  for  three  distinct^ 
divine,  personal  forms  of  phenomenal  action. 
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This,  and  nothing  less  than  this,  it  is  believed,  is  that  doc- 
trine of  the  Trinity  which  is  an  essential  part  of  substantial 
Christianity,  and  which  not  only  the  Christian  Church,  but  all 
men  under  the  light  of  divine  revelation,  are  bound  to  receive 
and  maintain. 

I  now  inquire  whether  the  Scriptures  authorize  any  more 
particular  statement  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  than  that 
which  has  now  been  given.  This  question  I  shall  not  positively 
decide.  While  I  maintain  that  the  scriptural  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity,  in  that  general  form  in  which  it  is  revealed  to  the  faith 
of  all  men,  is,  in  some  peculiar  yet  authorized  import  of  the 
language,  thcxt  Ood  is  one  being  in  three  divine  persons,  it  would 
not  in  my  view,  be  strange,  should  a  more  particular  statement 
of  the  doctrine  be  fully  authorized  by  a  more  extended  and 
thorough  investigation  of  the  Scriptures,  than  can  be  expected 
of  the  great  portion  of  their  readers.  This,  it  is  believed,  is 
true  in  respect  to  other  important  doctrines.  The  great  truths 
of  revelation  are,  for  the  most  part,  presented  in  some  gen- 
eral forms,  as  distinguished  from  particular  or  minutely  full 
forms  of  statement.  This  is  a  signal  excellence  of  the  sacred 
writings,  as  designed  for  the  instruction  of  the  popular  mind, 
which  is  almost  exclusively  conversant  with  general  forms 
of  truth. 

The  same  general  doctrine  or  truth  is  however,  often  presented 
by  diflTerent  writers,  and  by  the  same  writer,  under  very  differ- 
ent aspects  and  in  very  different  connections.    Not  unfre- 
qnently  also,  some  one  element  of  a  complex  truth  is  presented, 
as  necessarily  involving  yet  another  element,  which  is  not  ex- 
pressed in  the  general  statement  of  that  truth.    Hence,  by  a 
thorough  comparative  investigation,  it  will  often  be  found,  that 
under  general  forms  of  truth,  other  more  particular  truths  are 
included ;  and  we  may  justly,  and  with  more  or  less  confi- 
dence, infer  more  than  is  formally  announced  in  general  state- 
ments of  the  doctrine  under  consideration.    In  this  way,  I  can- 
not but  think  it  possible  at  least,  that  candid  and  thorough 
investigation  might  authorize  a  more  particular  statement  of 
the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  than  that  which  has  now  been  made, 
viz.,  that  Ood  is  a  heing  of  one  substance,  with  a  threefold 
divine  natva^e,  or,  as  already  explained,  with  three  dosses  of 
divine  attributes  ;  and  that,  in  this  sense,  Qod  is  one  divine  be- 
ing in  three  divine  persons. 
2 
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Let  me  not  be  understood  to  affirm  that  this  is  the  scriptural 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  nor  that  it  can  be  even  justly  inferred 
from  the  Scriptures  as  true ;  but  that  possibly,  by  comparing 
scripture  with  scripture,  it  may  be  found  to  be  authorized  as 
an  inference  more  or  less  plausible.  The  use,  and  only  use, 
whicli  I  would  make  of  it  in  the  argument,  is  that  of  a  theory 
or  an  hypothesis — a  mere  supposition  of  a  possible  truth — and 
as  such,  sufficient  to  set  aside  the  Unitarian  assumption,  that 
the  doctrine  of  one  God  in  three  persons,  in  every  possible 
conception  of  it,  is  an  absurdity  and  a  contradiction. 

After  what  I  have  said  of  the  foregoing  hypothetical  state- 
ment, I  will  here  briefly  intimate  some  considerations  which 
have  led  me  to  say,  that  possibly,  by  a  thorough  investigation 
directed  to  this  specific  topic,  it  may  be  found  that  the  Scrip- 
tures authorize,  as  an  inference  more  or  less  plausible,  what  is 
now  proposed  as  a  mere  hypothesis. 

These  considerations — assuming,  as  I  must  for  my  present 
purpose,  the  truth  of  the  general  statement  of  the  doctrine  of 
the  Trinity — ^I  will  briefly  present.  That  part  of  the  statement 
then,  which  asserts  that  God  is  a  being  of  one  substance,  will 
not  be  called  in  question.  Tlie  inquiry  respects  the  predicate 
of  three  persons  in  one  God.  Tlie  three  persons  are  exhibited 
in  the  Scriptures  as  performing  distinct  divine  acts^  and  in  all 
our  ordinary  conceptions,  distinct  acts  imply  distinct  natures, 
or  distinct  classes  of  attributes.  Is  it  not  difficult  at  least  to 
conceive  that  the  Father,  the  first  person  in  the  Godhead,  sent 
the  Son,  the  second  person,  into  the  world — and  that  the  Son 
came  voluntarily,  or  by  an  act  of  will,  to  do  the  will  of  the 
Father  that  sent  him — without  conceiving  of  distinct  acts 
which  imply  distinct  powers  of  acting,  that  is,  distinct  attributes? 
Not  to  specify  other  acts  ascribed  to  each  person,  which  are 
equally  distinct  and  which  seem  to  carry  with  them  the  same 
conception  of  distinct  natures  or  attributes,  I  ask,  is  there  not 
here  some  ground  for  inferring  distinct  attributes,  unless  there 
are  other  considerations  which  decisively  forbid  it  ?  I  might 
further  say,  that  divine  attributes  are  ascribed  to  each  of  the 
three  persons,  and  ask  whether  the  natural  and  fair  implication 
is  not  that  these  are  distinct,  unless  there  is  some  decisive  evi- 
dence to  the  contrary  ?  I  do  not  say  that  the  inference  is  or  is 
not  authorized  by  the  premises,  nor  that  there  is  not  decisive 
evidence  against  the  inference ;  neither  am  I  satisfied  that 
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there  is  such  evidence,  but  merely  regard  it  as  probable  that 
tliere  should  be  none. 

Another  consideration  is,  that  the  statement  as  a  theory  or 
hypothesis,  appears  to  account  for  the  peculiar  facts  in  the 
case.  These  may  be  comprised  in  the  uncommon  use  of  lan- 
guage on  this  peculiar  subject.  The  subject  is  the  mode  of  the 
divine  subsistence  ;  and  the  language  is  as  peculiar  as  the  sub- 
ject. Thus,  while  the  Scriptures  teach  that  God  is  one  being — 
which  involves  at  least  one  substance  of  one  divine  nature  or 
class  of  divine  attributes — they  speak  of  this  one  being  as  the 
Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  under  one  name ;  they 
also  ascribe  to  each  divine  name  the  name  of  God,  and  teach 
that  each  is  a  divine  person,  by  the  use  of  the  personal  pro- 
nouns, and  by  ascribing  to  each,  distinct,  divine,  personal  acts, 
if  not  also  distinct,  divine,  personal  attributes.  This  use  of 
language  is  so  peculiar,  that  the  writere  cannot  be  vindicated 
from  the  imputation  either  of  insanity,  or  of  a  mental  imbe- 
cility, or  perveraon,  not  less  incredible,  except  on  the  ground 
that  the  uncommon  nature  of  the  subject  created  the  exigency. 
How,  for  example,  could  any  sane  man  of  ordinary  capacity, 
use  such  a  combination  of  terms  as  the  apostle  John  employs 
in  the  first  verse  of  his  gospel,  on  any  common  subject  ?  How 
could  he  say,  in  the  beginning  was  Peter,  and  Peter  was  with 
James,  and  Peter  was  James  ?  How  could  he  speak  of  a  per- 
son by  whom  all  things  are  made,  as  made  flesh  or  becoming  a 
human  being,  &c.,  and  expect  the  confidence  or  respect  of 
those  for  whom  he  wrote  ?  Surely  his  vindication  in  respect 
to  mental  sanity  must  be  founded,  if  not  in  his  inspiration  and 
the  singular  nature  of  the  subject,  at  least  in  the  latter  and  his 
peculiar  information  respecting  it.  On  these  grounds,  if  on 
any,  his  readers  must  award  to  the  writer  their  confidence  and 
respect;  on  these  also  they  must  regard  him  as  attempting, 
and  as  authorized  to  attempt,  to  impart  knowledge  to  them  on 
a  peculiar  subject ;  and  this,  so  far  as  the  peculiar  nature  of  the 
subject  would  allow,  according  to  the  established  use  of  the 
language  he  uses — a  subject  so  peculiar  however,  and  with 
conceptions  of  it  so  peculiar,  that  it  is  utterly  impossible  to  ex- 
press these  conceptions  in  that  ordinary  use  of  language  which 
accords  with  the  ordinary  conceptions  of  ordinary  things. 
Hence  the  further  conclusion  that,  in  such  an  exigency,  the 
writer  must  select  such  terms  and  adopt  such  forms  of  combi- 
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nation  as  shall  involve,  not  only  a  departure  from  prior  usage 
on  ordinary  subjects,  but  as  shall,  according  to  strict  gram- 
matical construction,  involve  absurdity  or  nonsense,  provided 
that  even  in  this  way  he  can  convey  to  his  readers,  as  they 
will  be  led  to  interpret  his  language,  the  conceptions  which 
.he  wishes  to  convey.  Hence  again,  his  readers,  justifying 
on  the  grounds  specified,  all  that  is  peculiar,  and  unheard 
and  un thought  of  in  his  use  of  language,  would,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  apprehending  his  meaning,  feel  the  obligation,  not  in- 
deed to  separate  from  ordinary  terms  all  their  ordinary  mean- 
ing, but  by  restricting,  and  modifying,  and  extending  that 
meaning  into  another,  made  up  if  possible,  of  harmonious  and 
true  conceptions ;  and  when  these  were  arrived  at,  would  rest 
in  the  assurance  that  the  designed  meaning  was  attained.  Now, 
in  view  of  these  principles  of  using  and  interpreting  the  lan- 
guage of  the  Scriptures  on  this  peculiar  subject — the  existence 
of  one  God  in  three  persona — ^I  apprehend  that  there  is  not  a 
text,  to  which,  in  accordance  with  the  theory  which  supposes 
God  to  be  one  being  with  a  tlireefold  divine  nature,  or  witli 
three  classes  of  divine  attributes,  an  intelligible,  obvious,  and 
consistent  meaning  may  not  be  given, — no  text  in  which  the 
language  of  the  writer  would  not  appear  the  most  natural  and 
the  best  for  his  purpose  which  could  be  employed  in  the  case. 
To  illustrate  in  a  few  particulars :  If  we  suppose  a  revelation 
to  be  made  to  us  in  respect  to  some  one  man,  as  consisting  of 
one  substance  and  of  three  human  natures,  like  that  now  sup- 
posed of  three  divine  natures  united  in  one  substance  and  con- 
stituting one  God,  what  would  be  the  effect  on  the  use  and  in- 
terpretation of  our  language  in  respect  to  such  a  being  ?  Can 
there  be  a  doubt  that  it  would  be  employed  in  substantially 
the  same  manner  as  that  in  which  the  sacred  writers  employ 
language  on  the  subject  now  under  consideration,  and  its  mean- 
ing be  determined  in  accordance  with  our  conceptions  of  the 
nature  of  the  subject  and  the  manner  of  use  in  each  instance  ? 
The  common  people,  we  may  safely  say,  would  not  coin  new 
terms  in  familiar  and  ordinary  discourse,  but  would,  at  least  for 
the  most  part,  employ  those  already  in  use — relying  on  the 
connection  and  manner  of  speaking  to  show  their  meaning. 
Thus  probably,  as  it  seems  to  me,  the  word  man  in  some  cases 
would  be  applied  to  the  whole  being  when  there  was  no 
occasion  to  recognize  his  tri-personality ;  then  again,  when  the 
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occasion  occurred  for  speaking  of  either  person  as  a  being,  and 
not  as  a  person,  he  would  still,  as  before  the  revelation,  be 
called  ma/ih ;  and  then,  when  it  was  necessary  to  distinguish 
the  personal  acts  of  either  or  of  each  of  the  persons,  the  per- 
sonal pronouns  would  best  answer  the  purpose ;  and  so  in  all 
other  predicates,  affirmations,  and  negations,  the  words  already 
in  use,  modified  in  import  according  to  the  exigency  of  the 
case,  would  be  employed,  and  would  be  understood  as  so  em- 
ployed;  and  all  this  would  be  done  by  the  common  people, 
without  a  suspicion  of  any  better  or  any  other  possible  mode  of 
using  language  as  the  vehicle  of  their  conceptions.  If  these 
things  would  be  so  in  the  case  now  supposed,  why  are  they 
not  in  the  case  under  consideration — that  is,  if  we  suppose 
God  to  be  a  being  of  pne  substance,  with  a  threefold  divine 
nature  ?  And  if  this,  on  this  supposition,  would  be  the  mode 
of  using  language,  then  I  ask  again,  what  passage  of  Scripture 
which  speaks  of  God  as  one  being,  or  of  the  three  persons 
of  the  Godhead,  or  of  either  of  these  persons,  may  not,  accord- 
ing to  the  true  principles  of  interpretation,  be  correctly  and 
satisfactorily  interpreted  in  accordance  with  the  hypothesis 
tJuU  God  is  a  being  of  one  substance^  with  a  threefold  di/vine 
fvai/wre^  and  in  this  .sense  one  Ood  in  three  persons  t 
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II.— THE  POSSIBILITY  OF  ONE  GOD  IN  THREE  PERSONS. 

The  real  qnestion  «t  Issne  between  the  UniUrian  and  the  Trinitarian.— Opinions  of  philosophers 
in  respect  to  the  definition  of  Being.— The  opinions  of  common  men,  and  their  aathority. — 
Bnles  for  interpreting  the  words  Being  and  P«r«an.— The  ordinary  concepUon  denoted  by  the 
word  Being. —Is  it  possible  that  God,  in  some  authorized  use  of  the  langaage,  should  exist  in 
three  persons?— (L)  Is  it  possible  in  the  nature  of  things?— The  terms  are  used  in  a  modified 
meaning,  and  ought  so  to  be  understood. — So  understood,  they  inrolve  no  contradiction,  even 
when  used  by  those  who  cannot  define  the  sense  in  which  they  use  the  terms.— (II.)  Is  it  pos- 
sible, 8Ute<l  in  its  particular  form,  argued  by  showing  (1.)  that  several  modes  of  the  divine  sub- 
sistence are  possible,  which  are  not  self-contradictory.— Various  modes  supposed.— <^)  The 
doctrine  of  Bplnoxa.— (J?)  The  doctrines  of  Sheriock  and  Howe.— ((7)  That  of  Leibnitz.— <Z>)  The 
doctrine  of  one  nature  and  three  forms  of  action.— (JST)  The  doctrine  of  three  self-active  naturea 
in  one  substance.— No  necessary  self-contradiction  in  these  theories.— Prop.  IL  argued  still  fur- 
ther, by  showing  (2.)  the  human  mind  cannot  know  that  this  mode  of  subsistence  is  Impossible. — 
Various  suppositions  for  illustration.- The  subject-matter  is  such,  that  knowledge  a  priori  is 
impossible.— What  we  do  know,  oonsidered.— "Hie  assumption  that  more  than  this  is  impossi- 
ble, constantly  made  by  the  Unitarian. 

We  all  believe  that  there  is  but  one  God,  or  that  whatever 
God  is  as  a  being,  there  is  not  another  such  being.  In  respect 
to  this  doctrine,  properly  called  the  doctrine  of  the  unity  of 
God,  there  is  no  controversy  between  Trinitarians  and  Unita- 
rians. Both  believe  that  there  is  one,  and  but  one  God.  The 
question  between  them  is — whether  this  one  God  is^  in  any 
peculiar  and  authorized  sense  of  langyaffe,  tri-personal^  or 
whether  the  heing  whom  we  call  God  is,  in  some  peculiar  sense 
of  the  language  authorized  ly  the  pecviiurity  of  the  subject,  one 
teivg  in  three  persons  f 

This,  it  is  obvious,  is  a  question  concerning  what  the  one 
God  is  as  a  being,  or  what  constitutes  him  the  being  that  he  is. 
It  carries  us  into  the  investigation  of  the  constituent  elements 
of  his  being ;  and  yet  it  is  a  question  which  every  one  who 
believes  that  God  is  a  being — the  Unitarian  as  well  as  the 
Trinitarian — ^must  decide.  Both  actually  decide  it,  though 
differently,  and  each  forms  a  conception  of  what  God  is  as  a 
being. 

The  Trinitarian  readily  concedes  that  in  the  ordinary  mean- 
ing of  the  words  hei/ng  and  person,  to  say  that  God  is  one  being 
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in  three  persons  is  a  plain  contradiction,  and  that  such  a  mode 
of  subsistence  is  inconceivable  and  impossible  in  the  nature  of 
things.  And  yet,  while  making  this  full  and  undisguised  con- 
cession, the  Trinitarian  strenuously  maintains  that  God,  in  some 
peculiar  yet  authorized  import  of  the  language,  is  a  being  tri- 
personal,  or  that  God  is  one  being  in  tliree  persons.  This  the 
Unitarian  denies,  and  maintains  that — according  to  the  only 
authorized  conception  of  a  being,  and  of  course  of  God  as  a 
being — it  is  impossible  to  conceive  of  God  as  one  being  in 
three  persons.  He  ever  insists,  as  the  strength  of  his  cause — 
as  his  grand  and  decisive  argument  against  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity — that  the  true  and  only  idea  of  God  as  one  being — the 
only  conception  of  what  is  commonly  called  the  unity  of  God, 
authorized  by  reason  and  by  the  Scriptures,  necessarily  ex- 
cludes the  conception  of  his  tri-personality — ^renders  the  con- 
ception of  one  God  in  three  persons  a  self-contradiction,  and 
thus  shows  the  existence  of  such  a  being  to  be  impossible  in 
the  nature  of  things ;  as  impossible  as  that  one  being  should 
be  three  beings— one  God  three  Gods. 

Whether  these  things  are  so  or  not,  most  manifestly  depends 
on  w?uU  is  the  aril/y  time  a/nd  authorized  conception  of  Ood  as  a 
heing. 

It  is  undeniable  that  the  Unitarian  can  form  at  his  own 
pleasure,  such  a  conception  of  God  as  one  being  as  shall  neces- 
sarily exclude  the  idea  or  conception  of  his  tri-personality,  or 
the  conception  of  three  pereons  in  the  Godhead.  But  it  will 
not  be  pretended  that  any  such  idea  or  conception  is  arbitra- 
rily formed — formed  without  reason  or  evidence,  or  against 
reason  and  evidence — formed,  perhaps,  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
cluding the  conception  of  his  tri-personality ;  that  it  is  the  only 
authorized  conception  of  God  as  a  being,  or  is  even  authorized 
at  all.  There  must  be  some  other  mode  of  determining  what 
this  authorized  conception  of  G^d  is  as  a  being. 

Shall  wo  appeal  to  philosophers  on  the  general  question, 
what  constitutes  a  heing^  in  all  other  cases,  and  thus  determine 
what  is  the  only  authorized  conception  of  God  as  a  being? 
But  with  philosophers  of  highest  repute,  this  is  an  open  or  un- 
settled question.  Mr.  Locke,  whose  opinion,  as  most  in  ac- 
cordance with  common  sense,  seema  to  have  been  generally 
accepted,  maintains  that  the  idea  of  substance  and  properties, 
or  one  substance  and  one  class  of  properties,  or  a  subject  and 
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its  properties,  is  the  true  and  necessary  idea  of  a  being.  Spi- 
noza taught  that  there  is  but  one  substance  in  the  universe 
with  the  different  kinds  of  attributes  or  properties  of  matter 
and  spirit,  so  that  there  is  but  one  being  in  the  universe,  which 
is  God,  or  so  that  God  is  all  things.  Bishop  Berkeley  denies 
substance  altogether.  Dr.  Brown  denies  the  distinction  be- 
tween substance  and  properties.  Prof.  Norton,  of  Cambridge, 
maintains  that  a  being  is  one  combination  of  attributes  or 
properties  without  a  substance  ;  and  Prof.  Stuart,  of  Andover, 
affirms  that  the  distinction  between  essence  aAd  attribute^  is  a 
chimera.  I  might  enlarge  this  specification  of  opinions  on  the 
part  of  philosophers.  Kow  in  view  of  this  great  diversity  of 
opinion  regarding  the  constituent  elements  of  a  being,  it  is 
manifest  that  the  proposition,  Ood  is  a  being,  or  is  one  being, 
would  have  different  meanings,  or  express  different  conceptions 
in  the  minds  of  these  philosophers  and  divines.  Nor  could  the 
meaning  of  either  of  them  be  determined  with  precision,  with- 
out a  previous  knowledge  of  his  conception  of  the  subject. 
Though  they  should  agree  fully  in  the  unity  of  God,  or  that 
whatever  God  is  as  a  being,  there  is  not  another  such  being, 
there  would  be  a  diversity  of  opinion  amo^ig  them  on  the  ques- 
tion. What  constitutes  God  the  being  tliat  he  is  ?  Differing 
thus  widely  on  this,  they  would  also  on  another  question: 
whether  this  being — this  one  God — can  be  tri-personal,  or  one 
God  in  three  persons  ?  It  is  in  vain  then  to  appeal  to  the  au- 
thority of  philosophers,  to  determine  what  is  the  authorized 
conception  of  a  being,  and  of  course  of  God  as  a  being. 

Shall  we  then  appeal  to  the  idea  or  conception  of  a  being, 
which  is  formed  in  all  ordinary  cases,  by  common  sense  ?  By 
this  I  mean,  that  conception  which  the  competent,  unperverted 
mind  of  mankind  generally  forms  of  a  being  in  all  cases  except 
the  present ;  which  men  form  for  the  practical  purposes  of  life ; 
which  prevails  in  all  languages,  in  all  ages,  and  in  all  coun- 
tries, and  has  been  recognized  in  all  the  conduct  of  men  since 
the  world  began.  This  I  shall  call  the  ordinofry,  or  common 
conception  of  a  being.  Shall  we  then  appeal  to  this  as  tho 
sure  criterion  of  determining  what  is  the  authorized  idea  of 
Grod  as  a  being  ?  I  answer,  that  in  some  respect  we  must  ap- 
peal to,  and  to  some  extent  be  governed  by  it.  How  else  can 
we  understand — how  else  take  a  single  step  in  interpreting  the 
language  which  the  Scriptures  employ  to  convey  die  idea  of 
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God  as  a  being  ?  If  we  have  no  idea  or  conception  whatever 
of  a  being,  to  what  purpose  are  we  told,  in  any  ordinary  forms 
of  language,  that  God  is  a  being?  And  if  we  have  such  an 
idea,  what  is  it  but  the  ordinary  notion  which  the  word  heing^ 
or  equivalent  language  in  common  use,  has  been  employed  to 
express  ?  Plainly,  it  can  be  no  other.  But  then  is  this  ordi- 
nary conception  of  a  being,  absolutely  to  control  and  deter- 
mine our  authorized  conception  of  God  as  a  being  ?  Not  of 
necessity,  by  any  means.  I  admit  indeed,  that  if  properly 
used,  it  must  as  applied  to  God,  be  used  in  some  of  its  ordinaiy 
meanings.  But  nothing  is  more  common,  or  more  abundantly 
sanctioned  by  the  laws  of  usage,  than  to  turn  words  from  their 
ordinary  meaning,  and  to  employ  them  to  express,  according 
to  the  exigency  of  the  subject,  in  different  cases,  either  more 
or  less,  good  and  sufficient  evidence  being  furnished  of  the 
change.  This  brings  us  to  a  main  question — How  are  we  to 
be  governed  by  our  ordinary  conception  of  a  being,  in  de- 
termining the  authorized  conception  of  God  as  a  being?  I 
answer,  that  we  are  required  to  adopt  its  ordina?^  vieaning^ 
provided  there  is  no  good  and  sufficient  evidence  of  any  modifr 
cation  of  its  ordinary  meaning j  either  by  extending  or  restrict- 
ing it  /  and  that,  provided  there  is  good  and  sufficient  evidence 
of  some  modification  of  its  ordinary  meaning,  either  by  extend- 
ing or  restricting  it,  then  we  are  required  to  modify  that  mean- 
ing, either  by  extending  or  restricting  it,  according  to  such 
evidence. 

It  is  important  to  add,  that  what  has  now  been  said  in  re- 
spect to  the  interpretation  of  the  word  being,  or  any  equivalent 
term,  is  applicable  to  the  interpretation  of  the  word  person  or 
any  equivalent  term.  Indeed,  to  deny  the  correctness  of  these 
principles  in  the  interpretation  of  language,  is  to  deny  that  we 
are  to  be  governed  by  evidence  in  deciding  its  import.  Nor 
do  I  suppose  that  the  correctness  of  the  above  principles  will 
be  denied  or  doubted  by  the  Unitarian.  On  the  contrary,  I 
should  expect  him  to  hail  this  announcement  of  them,  as  a  full 
concession  of  the  very  principles  which  sustain  his  own  in- 
terpretation of  the  scriptural  language  concerning  God  as  a 
being. 

Further,  for  the  sake  of  narrowing  the  ground  of  debate,  I 
here  fully  concede  that  there  is  no  good  and  sufficient  reason 
for  restricting  or  limiting  the  ordinary  idea  or  conception  of  a 
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being,  when  it  is  said  that  God  is  a  being.  Whether  there  is 
good  and  sufficient  reason  for  extendhig  or  enlarging  this  con- 
ception of  a  being  as  applied  to  God,  by  the  addition  of  some 
other  elementary  conception  or  conceptions,  is  another  ques- 
tion. IIow  tliis  is,  we  may  see  hereafter.  I  now  admit  and 
affirm,  that  at  least  the  full,  ordinary  conception  of  a  being  is 
included  in  the  just  scriptural  conception  of  God  as  a  being. 

With  these  things  in  view,  it  is  manifestly  a  material  ques- 
tion. What  is  tJie  ordinary  conception  of  a  heing  f  And  here 
I  shall  not  appeal  to  philo8ophei*s  nor  to  philosophic  divines ; 
for  the  conception  is  that  of  common  sense,  the  notion  of  a 
being  formed  by  mankind  generally,  in  all  ages  and  countries, 
and  evinced  clearly  in  all  human  languages  and  all  human 
conduct.  And  further,  the  conception  of  a  being  concerning 
which  I  now  inquire,  is  that  which  the  unperverted  intellect  or 
reason  of  mankind  generally  forms  in  view  of  phenomena,  and 
not  the  conception  of  being  as  modified  or  in  any  degree  de- 
termined by  revelation,  or  any  supernatural  information.  The 
human  mind,  in  forming  or  giving  this  conception  of  a  being, 
is  and  must  be  originally  guided  and  governed  by  phenomena, 
by  effects  which  fall  under  the  eye  of  its  own  observation.  It 
is  on  condition  of  phenomena  or  effects,  that  the  mind  neces- 
sarily gives  its  conceptions  or  ideas  of  their  cause.  By  these  it 
graduates  and  determines  these  conceptions  or  ideas,  and  all 
that  are  thus  given  are  to  be  received  as  true  conceptions.  In 
this  way,  and  in  this  way  only — supposing  no  revelation — ^it 
gives  its  ideas  of  all  the  beings  that  come  within  the  limits  of 
its  knowledge.  From  these  conceptions  of  individual  beings, 
it  forms  the  general  abstract  idea  of  a  being  which  is  common 
to  every  individual  as  conceived  and  known  merely  by  phe- 
nomena, and  which,  for  distinction's  sake,  may  be  called  the 
phenomenal  conception  of  a  being,  or  the  general  conception 
of  a  being  as  conditioned  on  and  determined  by  phenomena. 

This  is  the  conception  of  which  we  now  seek  a  definition.  It 
is  the  only  ordinary  or  usual  one  which  can  be  supposed  by 
Unitarians  to  control  or  influence  the  inteq)retation  of  those 
scriptural  passages  which  teach  that  God  is  a  being.  In  an- 
swer to  tlie  question.  What  is  this  conception  ?  I  deem  it  suf- 
ficiently particular  and  precise  to  say,  that  it  is  the  conception 
of  a  substance  of  a  nature  which  qualifies  it  to  produce  phe- 
nomena. 
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.  This  general  conception  the  mind  necessarily  gives  at  first  in 
the  knowledge  of  itself.  To  man,  as  a  spiritual  being,  we  as- 
cribe intellect,  susceptibility,  and  will.  In  similar  forms  of 
language  we  ascribe  the  same  to  God,  and  also  creative  power, 
comprising  in  these  all  conceivable  power  in  absolute  perfec- 
tion. Thus  a  spiritual  being  is  conceived  as  a  substance  with 
a  self-active  nature — a  being  of  that  nature  which  we  q2X\  power, 
A  self-active  nature,  differ  as  it  may  in  different  beings,  both 
in  kind  and  degree,  is  that  which  we  call  power ^  and  it  is  this 
nature  of  a  substance,  which  in  the  convenient  language  of 
common  life,  we  speak  of  in  its  relations  to  different  phenom- 
ena, and  call  its  essential  properties  or  attributes ;  that  is,  all 
that  can  with  truth  be  meant  when  tliis  common  form  of  lan- 
guage is  used,  is  the  nature  of  a  substance,  which  is  its  power 
or  self-active  nature  in  its  relations  to  different  phenomena. 
This  self-active  nature  of  a  substance  may  be  called  \\.%pKenom' 
enal  nature,  in  distinction  from  its  whole  nature — meaning  by 
phenomenon  nature,  that  particular  element  of  its  whole  nature 
which  qualifies  it  by  acting  proximately  to  produce  phenomena. 

Such  is  the  necessary  and  authorized  conception  of  a  being 
which  the  mind  gives  on  condition  of  mere  phenomena,  viz., 
the  conception  of  a  substance  loith  a  phenomenal  nature^  or  more 
particularly,  the  conception  of  a  something  to  which  a  self -active 
nature  belongs^  qualifying  it  by  acting  proximately  to  produce 
phenomena.  This  is  the  ordinary  conception  of  a  being,  which 
I  shall  take  the  liberty  to  call  the  phenomenal  conception ^  in 
distinction  from  that  unusual  and  peculiar  conception  which, 
as  I  claim,  we  are  bound  to  form  of  God  as  a  being  by  other 
evidence  than  that  of  mere  phenomena,  even  by  his  own  reve- 
lation of  the  mode  of  his  subsistence.  This  may  be  called  the 
Biblical  conception  of  God  as  a  being. 

It  is  readily  conceded  that  this  phenomenal  conception  of  a 
being  consisting  of  one  substance  and  of  one phenom^enal  nature^ 
is  one  which  the  mind  necessarily  gives  on  condition  of  certain 
known  phenomena ;  that  it  is  a  conception,  which  so  far  as  it 
extends,  is  truly  formed  of  every  species  or  kind  of  a  being,  and ' 
that  without  evidence  of  any  thing  more,  it  is  the  only  general 
conception  of  a  being  which  we  are  authorized  to  form.  It  is 
Btill  further  conceded,  that  if  this  phenomenal  conception  of  a 
being  is  the  only  one  possible— or  rather,  if  it  be  known  to  be 
impossible,  in  the  nature  of  things,  that  any  thing  more  should 
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be  tnie,  or  be  known  to  be  true  of  a  being,  and  of  course  of 
the  divine  being,  than  what  is  necessarily,  on  condition  of 
mere  phenomena,  known  to  be  true — then  it  would  be  im- 
possible, that  even  in  any  peculiar  yet  authorized  use  of  lan- 
guage, there  should  be  one  God  in  three  persons. 

But  is  this  known  to  be  impossible  in  the  nature  of  things  f 
Is  our  knowledge  of  beings  by  phenomena,  the  measure  and 
limit  of  all  possible  knowledge  concerning  them  ?  Can  nothing 
more  be  true,  and  nothing  more  be  known  to  be  true  of  any 
being,  even  of  the  eternal  self-existent  Being,  than  is  revealed 
to  us  by  mere  phenomena  ?  Can  God  know  nothing  more  of 
himself — can  he  make  known  to  us  nothing  more  of  the  con- 
stituting elements  of  his  being,  or  of  the  mode  of  his  subsist- 
ence, than  is  revealed  to  us  merely  by  his  works  of  creation 
and  providence  ?  This  brings  us  to  a  more  particular  and  also 
fundamental  question  in  the  present  controversy,  viz. : 

Is  it  possible  in  the  nature  of  things,  that  God,  in  some 
peculiar  and  yet  authorized  import  of  the  language,  should 
subsist  as  one  being  in  three  persons  ? 

Keeping  in  mind,  that  by  a  peculiar  and  yet  authorized 
meaning  of  the  language,  is  meant  that  import  in  which  words 
are  turned  from  their  ordinary  meaning  on  account  of  the 
peculiarity  of  the  subject  to  which  they  are  applied,  I  propose 
to  consider  the  present  inquiry  concerning  what  is  possible  in 
the  nature  of  things,  in  the  Jirst  place^  in  respect  to  the  general 
statement  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity, — viz.,  thai  Oodis  one 
being  in  three  persons  /  and  in  the  second  jplace,  in  respect  to 
the  same  statement  of  the  doctrine  in  the  somewhat  more  par- 
ticular form  in  which  I  have  explained  it. 

In  the  first  place  then,  is  it  possible  in  the  nature  of  things, 
that  God  in  some  peculiar  and  yet  authorized  import  of  the 
language,  should  subsist  as  one  being  in  three  persons? 

In  this  general  form  of  the  doctrine, — ^viz.,  tha;t  Ood  is  one 
being  in  three  persons^  in  some  peculiar  import  of  the  language, 
it  may  be  safely  assumed  that  Trinitarians,  as  a  class  of  Chris- 
tians, would  agree.  Now  there  can  be  no  question,  that  if  the 
words  being  and  persons  in  this  proposition,  by  being  changed 
more  or  less  from  their  ordinary  meaning,  but  still  retaining 
some  part  of  it,  express  as  well,  and  even  better  than  any  other 
terms  which  language  furnishes,  the  mode  of  the  divine  sub- 
sistence, they  are  used  in  a  peculiar,  yet  in  an  authorized 
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import.  It  is  not  uncommon  thus  to  alter  the  meaning  of 
words  in  cases  of  similar  exigency,  and  therefore  the  change 
now  supposed  cannot  be  improper  or  unauthorized.  The  only 
question  then  must  be,  whether  by  such  a  change  in  the  mean- 
ing of  the  words  being  smd  persons,  they  can  be  used  to  express 
any  which  will  be  free  from  self-contradiction ;  or  to  express 
any  thing  which  can  be  true  in  the  nature  of  things.  What 
is  now  claimed  is,  that  they  can  be ;  and  that  the  only  fair 
presumption  is,  that  Trinitarians,  in  this  use  of  the  words  being 
BJid  jpersons,  turn  them  from  their  ordinary  import  and  employ 
them  in  one  which  is  peculiar,  on  account  of  the  nature  of  the 
subject,  so  modifying  the  import  of  each  as  to  avoid  all  incon- 
sistency or  contradiction  in  their  conceptions  of  oneness  of 
being  'and  of  tri-personality,  and  still  retaining  in  the  use  of 
each  term  some  part  of  its  ordinary  meaning.  I  say  that  this 
is  the  only  fair  presumption.  For  in  all  cases  in  which  words 
are  used  by  men  of  common  intelligence  and  principle,  in 
such  a  manner  that  if  understood  in  their  ordinary  meaning 
they  involve  manifest  contradiction  and  absurdity,  this  fact  is 
prima  facie  evidence  that  the  words  are  turned  more  or  less 
from  their  usual  import,  and  throws  the  responsibility  on  the 
interpreter  of  judging  and  deciding  whether  the  words  by 
being  thus  turned,  may  not  and  do  not  express  a  meaning  free 
from  all  contradiction  or  absurdity.  K  this  may  be  so,  there 
is  a  strong  presumption  that  it  is ;  and  the  charge  of  uttering 
contradiction  or  absurdity  is  absolutely  forbidden.  There  is 
no  law  of  interpretation  more  just,  and  none  more  imperiously 
binding  on  the  interpreter,  than  that  now  stated.  That  the 
language,  for  aught  that  can  be  shown  to  the  contrary,  may  be 
used  in  a  meaning  which  is  free  from  contradiction  and  ab- 
surdity, is  quite  suflBlcient  to  prevent  the  charge  of  contradic- 
tion. Until  therefore,  every  possible  meaning  of  the  language 
thus  employed — every  one  which  is  possible  according  to  any 
law  of  usage  in  such  cases,  by  changing  or  modifying  the  terms 
in  relation  to  the  exigency  of  the  case — ^is  ascertained  and  spe- 
cified, and  shown  to  be  inconsistent  or  self-contradictory,  the 
speaker  may,  for  aught  that  appears  to  the  contrary,  use  it  in 
a  consistent  meaning,  and  the  charge  of  self-contradiction  is 
nothing  better  than  slander.  Besides,  the  only  contradiction 
charged  in  the  present  case,  is  that  involved  in  conceiving  one 
Mng  to  be  three  beingsy  or  one  Ood  to  be  three  GocU.    But  the 
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Trinitarian  disclaims  and  denies  altogether  this  or  any  concep- 
tion wliicli  involves  it,  and  avows  what  he  claims  to  be  a  very 
diflTerent  conception  of  God, — the  idea  of  God  as  one  being  in 
three  persons,  in  a  peculiar  import  of  the  words  being  and 
persons  / — a  conception  which,  as  he  claims,  can  be  better  ex- 
pressed in  some  modified  nse  of  these  than  any  other  terms. 
Tlie  Unitarian  then,  in  charging  contradiction  on  this  state- 
ment of  the  Trinitarian,  does  so  in  defiance  of  the  only  fair  and 
honorable  presumption,  that  the  latter  so  employs  the  terms  of 
it  as  to  avoid  the  alleged  contradiction;  he  does  so  without 
attempting  to  show  that  contradiction  is  necessarily  involved 
in  every  possible  meaning  which  can  be  authorized  in  the  case ; 
he  does  so  in  the  face  of  the  Trinitarian's  declaration,  that  he 
does  not  use  the  language  in  the  meaning  charged.  Such  is 
the  evidence  then,  of  unjust  and  calumnious  interpretation  on 
the  part  of  the  Unitarian.  Does  he  say  that  the  Trinitarian 
gives  no  explanation  of  his  statement  to  show  that  it  does  not 
involve  the  self-contradiction  charged  ?  Be  it  so ;  but  he  gives 
other  evidence  enough  on  this  point  without  explanation, — 
evidence  which,  as  we  have  seen,  absolutely  forbids  the  charge 
of  self-contradiction  \— prima  facie  evidence  of  no  contradic- 
tion. It  is  not  his  concern  to  show  that  he  is  not  guilty,  because 
another  is  pleased,  without  evidence  or  the  shadow  of  it,  to  say 
that  he  is  guilty.  The  accuser  must  either  make  good  his 
charge  or  retract  it.  If  he  does  neither,  what  is  he  but  a  ca- 
lumniator? But  it  may  be  asked,  why  not  give  such  explana- 
tion as  shall  reveal  the  consistencv  of  the  doctrine  i  I  answer, 
by  readily  conceding  that  the  great  majority  of  those  who 
form  this  general  conception  of  one  God  in  three  persons,  may 
60  form  it  that  it  shall  involve  no  contradiction,  and  yet  be 
unable  so  to  define  and  specify  by  reflective  analysis  each 
elementary  conception  involved  in  the  complex  conception,  as 
to  show  the  consistency  of  the  two  conceptions  of  oneness  of 
being  and  of  tri-personality.  Who,  without  peculiar  habits  of 
reflection,  is  able  to  define  with  logical  precision  even  his  com- 
monest notions,  and  to  show  in  all  cases  not  only  that  things 
which  are  not  the  same  are  diflferent,  but  in  what  the  difference 
consists  ?  But  this  inability  is  surely  no  proof  that  such  con- 
ceptions as  actually  exist  in  the  mind  are  inconsistent  or  self- 
contradictory.  It  may  be  well  here  to  give  an  illustration. 
Suppo<4e  the  supernatural  influence  called  inspiration,  cans- 
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ing  the  human  mind  to  remember^  as  in  ^he  case  of  the  apostles, 
ehould  be  said  to  be  impossible,  on  the  ground  that  acts  of 
memory,  and  all  other  mental  states,  must  bo  caused  by  the 
mind  itself,  and  therefore  cannot,  in  the  nature  of  things,  be 
caused  by  an  external  supernatural  agency,  since  this  would 
imply  that  a  man's  own  act  is  not  his  own  act.  Now  if  one 
who  believes  in  the  inspiration  of  the  apostles,  is  unable  by 
reflective  analysis  and  logical  definition,  so  to  unfold  and  de- 
fine the  elementary  conceptions  involved  in  the  complex  con- 
ception of  an  inspired  act  of  memory,  as  to  exempt  it  from  the 
supposed  charge  of  contradiction  to  the  satisfaction  of  him 
who  makes  the  charge,  does  this  justify  the  charge,  or  prove 
the  fact  of  contradiction  ?  Is  this  logical  disqualification  of 
uneducated  believers  in  the  doctrine  of  the  inspiration  of  the 
sacred  writers,  proof  that  the  doctrine  is  self-contradictory  and 
absurd,  and  the  fact,  as  conceived  and  asserted,  is  impossible 
in  the  nature  of  things  ?  Take  another  example.  One  asserts 
that  a  man  cannot  think  without  thinking  of  something.  An- 
other denies  the  proposition,  and  claims  to  prove  that  it  involves 
an  absurdity  by  the  following  syllogism  :  A  man  cannot  think 
without  thinking  of  something :  a  man  can  think  of  nothing ; 
therefore  nothing  is  something,  and  something  is  nothing. 
Now  if  the  former  should  be  unable  to  expose  the  sophistry  of 
this  syllogism  by  showing  the  ambiguity  of  the  terms,  and 
giving  to  each  a  precise  definition,  would  it  follow  that  in  his 
conception  of  the  first  proposition  a  real  absurdity  is  involved  ? 
So  in  the  present  case,  if  the  Trinitarian  is  not  qualified  by 
habits  or  mental  analysis  and  logical  definition  to  unfold  the 
elements  of  his  complex  conception  of  one  God  in  three  per- 
sons, it  is  no  proof  that  the  conception  as  it  exists  in  his  own 
mind  is  self-contradictory,  as  involving  either  the  contradiction 
of  conceding  that  one  being  is  three  beings,  which  he  wholly 
disclaims,  or  any  other  contradiction.  The  Trinitarian  claims 
to  form  another  and  very  diflferent  conception  of  one  God  in 
three  persons,  from  that  which  the  words  denote  in  their  ordinary 
use — from  that  of  one  being  in  three  beings,  one  God  in  three 
Gods ;  to  form  a  peculiar  conception  of  the  mode  of  the  divine 
subsistence,  and  to  use  common  terms  to  express  this  concep- 
tion in  a  peculiar  sense,  as  the  best  terms  which  he  can  use. 
And  yet  the  Unitarian,  with  abundant  evidence  of  the  pecu- 
liarity of  the  conception,  and  without  ascertaining  what  it  is, 
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charges  self-contradiction  on  that  which  he  knows,  or  oaght  to 
know,  is  not  his  conception.    And  further,  it  is  utterly  incredible 
that  the  Trinitarian  should  not  clearly  apprehend  the  inconsis- 
tency which  the  Unitarian  so  abundantly  and  superabundantly 
charges,  viz.,  the  inconsistency  of  conceiving  that  one  being  is 
three  beings  in  the  same  sense  of  the  word  heing.     He  does 
clearly  apprehend  it — admits  it  to  be  a  contradiction,  and  with 
a  clear  apprehension  of  it  as  such,  disclaims  the  conceptions 
and  the  belief  which  involve  it.    Now  if  this  clearly  appre- 
hended contradiction  actually  pertains  to  his  conception  of  one 
God  in  three  persons,  it  is  incredible  that  he  should  not  per- 
ceive it ;  and  if  he  perceives  that  it  actually  pertains  to  his 
conception,  it  is  absolutely  impossible  that  he  should  admit  the 
truth  of  that  which  is  contradictory.     The  mind  may  indeed, 
without  reflection,  believe  that  which  involves  a  contradiction 
without  perceiving  it ;  but  it  is  impossible  from  the  very  na- 
ture of  the  mind,  that  it  should  so  reflect  as  to  see  and  know 
the  contradiction,  and  at  the  same  time  believe  that  which  it 
knows  involves  it.    Just  so  much  evidence  as  there  is  that  the 
Trinitarian  perceives  that  the  alleged  contradiction  pertains  to 
his  conception,  so  much  evidence  is  there  that  he  does  not  be- 
lieve the  conception  to  be  true.     If  then  we  assume — and  who 
can  doubt  ? — that  if  the  Trinitarian's  conception  involves  the  con- 
tradiction of  one  being  in  three  beings,  he  sees  and  knows  that 
it  involves  it,  he  cannot,  in  the  nature  of  things,  believe  it  to 
be  true,  and  the  charge  of  believing  it,  or  that  which  involves 
it,  must  be  false.    Should  it  here  be  said,  that  they  who  adopt 
the  language  under  consideration  can  aflSx  no  ideas  to  the  terms 
which  they  employ  to  express  their  faith — be  it  so.    Then  what 
becomes  of  the  charge  of  contradiction  between  ideas  or  con- 
ceptions which  have  no  existence  ?    Besides,  on  this  supposi- 
tion they  can  believe  nothing,  for  there  can  be  no  belief  of  that 
of  which  the  mind  has  no  ideas.    The  only  alternative  there- 
fore, for  the  Unitarian,  is  to  say,  either  that  Trinitarians  believe 
what  tliey  intuitively  and  reflectively  see  and  know,  and  de- 
liberately and  positively  aflSrm,  to  be  self-contradictory  and 
false,  which  it  is  impossible,  in  the  nature  of  things,  that  any 
mind  should  do ;  or,  that  they  actually  believe  that  of  which 
they  have  no  idea  or  conception,  which  is  equally  impossible. 
In  either  case  he  charges  that  which  cannot,  in  the  nature  of 
tilings,  be  true,  but  is  necessarily  false.    Should  the  Unitarian 
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abandon  the  standing  charge  of  contradiction,  and  simply  say 
that  Trinitarians  have  no  belief — ^nothing  which  can  be  called 
faith  in  the  doctrine  of  one  God  in  three  pereons — then  how  do 
Trinitarians  differ  on  the  subject  from  Unitarians  ?  Plainly, 
the  parties  are  agreed  in  this  :  neither  believes  in  the  doctrine 
of  the  Trinity.  The  difference  is,  that  while  one  openly  pro- 
fesses to  believe  or  disbelieve  the  doctrine,  the  other,  without 
believing  it,  with  the  absolute  reflective  knowledge  of  the  self- 
contradiction  involved  in  it,  with  this  knowledge  familiarized 
to  the  mind,  and  constantly  and  openly  avowed,  and  therefore, 
when  under  an  absolute  necessity  of  not  believing  but  of  dis- 
believing it,  does  with  the  most  aiTant  hypocrisy — hypocrisy 
fully  and  perfectly  known  to  themselves — profess  to  believe 
that  there  is  one  God  in  three  persons.  Let  then  this  charge 
be  substituted  for  that  of  believing  contradiction  and  absurdity. 
Every  charge  of  contradiction  made  by  Unitarians  on  the  be- 
lief of  Trinitarians  is,  in  the  circumstances  o^  the  case,  necessa- 
rily false.  If  Trinitarians  must  be  reproached,  let  it  be  with 
arrant  hypocrisy,  which  may  have  at  least  the  semblance  of 
possible  truth.  But  can  the  charge  be  sustained  ?  Will  it,  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  so  many  of  the  wise  and  good,  in  every 
age  since  Christianity  blessed  the  world,  have  avowed  their  be- 
lief of  one  God  in  three  persons,  be  regarded  as  in  the  lowest 
degree  credible?  And  why  can  it  not  be  sustained?  Because 
it  may  be  true  that  the  human  mind  can  and  often  does  form 
the  conception  of  one  God  in  three  persons,  in  some  peculiar 
import  of  the  language,  which  involves  no  contradiction  or  ab- 
surdity ;  because,  by  changing  the  ordinary  conceptions  of 
oneness  of  being  and  of  tri-pereonality,  it  can  exclude  from 
each  the  elementary  ideas  that  result  in  contradiction,  as 
formed  into  one  complex  idea  or  conception  of  one  being  in 
three  persons. 

Having,  thus  attempted  to  show  how  entirely  groundless  and 
unauthorized  is  the  Unitarian's  charge  of  contradiction  on  the 
general  form  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  as  before  stated,  I 
now  proceed  as  I  proposed — 

In  the  second  place,  to  show  the  same  thing  in  respect  to  the 
more  particular  form  of  the  doctrine  in  which  it  has  now  been 
explained. 

The  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  then  is,  that  God  is  one  being  in 

mch  an  extended  sense  qfthe  terms  ^  as  to  in/volve  three  persons  m 
8  20 
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s^ich  a  7*esfncUd  sense  of  (he  terms j  that  by  his  tri-personality^  or 
by  the  three  jhVi^ons  of  his  Godhead^  he  is  qualified^  in  a  corre- 
sjxmdinff  rei<tricted  Stnse,  for  three  distinct^ personal^  diinm 
/i>rms  qfj)henomemd  aetion. 

That  this  doctrine  involves  no  known  contradiction,  is  mani- 
fest from  the  very  general  and  very  limited  conception  which 
the  human  mind  onlinarily  forms  of  the  constituting  elements 
of  a  being.     Tliis  is  what  I  call  the  phenomenal  conception — 
that  idea  of  a  being  simply,  which  the  mind  forms  on  condition 
of  mere  phenomena.     It  is  complex,  consisting  of  two  elemen- 
tary conceptions — that  of  a  substance  and  that  of  a  self-active 
phenomenal  nature.    This  elementary  conception  of  a  substance^ 
in  the  present  use  of  the  word,  is  merely  the  idea  of  a  some- 
thing as  opix>sed  to  nothing,  which  is  the  subject  or  support  of 
the  self-active  phenomenal  nature ;  and  the  elementary  con- 
ception of  this  self-active  phenomenal  nature  is  simply  the  con- 
ception of  something  as  opposed  to  nothing,  by  which  the  being 
is  qualitied  to  produce  phenomena.     How  very  limited  then  is 
our  conception  of  these  elements  of  a  being,  and  of  course 
our  knowledge  of  these  elements,  as  this  knowledge  depends 
merely  on  phenomena.     I  admit  and  maintain,  that  what  the 
mind  thus  gives,  it  gives  necessiirily ;  and  that  what  it  necessa- 
rily gives  in  tlie  form  of  conception  and  knowledge,  is  true. 
But  then  how  many  more  things  may  be  true  of  both  the  sub- 
stance and  of  the  phenomenal  nature  of  the  substance,  than  en- 
ter into  our  merely  phenomenal  conception  of  either !     How 
many  of  which  we  have  formed  no  conception,  as  observers  of 
mere  phenomena,  may  be  conceived  and  known  to  be  true  of 
the  constituting  elements  of  a  being,  by  that  Mind  which  knew 
how  to  give  existence  to  beings  from  absolute  nothing !     And 
especially  how  many  things  of  which  we  can  form  no  concep- 
tion from  mere  phenomena,  may  be  true  of  that  eternal,  self- 
existent  Being  himsell*,  which  he,  if  he  pleased,  could  make 
known  to  us  bv  a  revelation  ! 

'NVliat  a  being  is,  in  his  whole  nature, — ^in  all  that  which  he 
is  as  a  being, — does  not  necessarily  depend  merely  on  what  his 
phenomenal  nature  is,  or  on  that  nature  which  is  evinced  to 
our  minds  by  phenomena-  Particularly  what  the  nature  of  his 
substance  is  in  all  respects  as  a  substance, — whether  it  be  some- 
thing more  than  what  it  is  manifested  to  be  by  mere  phenom- 
ena,— viz.,  a  mere  substratum  or  support  of  its  self-active  na- 
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ture*  or  phenomenal  properties,  and  if  more  than  this,  what 
more  ;  what  other  relations,  by  virtue  of  its  own  peculiar  nature 
as  a  substance,  it  may  sustain  to  its  self-active  phenomenal 
nature  besides  the  relation  of  a  mere  subject  of  that  nature;  in 
what  different  ways  or  modes  it  may  be  qualified  by  its  own 
nature  as  a  substance  to  control,  direct,  employ  its  self-active 
nature  in  the  production  of  phenomena;  whether  as  a  sub- 
stance it  can  be  the  subject  of  only  one  self-active  nature,  or 
of  more  than  one  of  the  same  kind,  or  of  difierent  kinds; 
what  its  self-active  nature  may  be  besides  that  which  qualifies 
the  being  to  act  and  to  produce  phenomena ;  of  what  diversi- 
fied modes  of  acting  it  may  be  capable,  and  what  various 
effects  it  may  produce ;  whether,  if  there  be  any  such  nature 
of  a  substance  as  qualifies  it  to  sustain  other  relations  to  its 
sell-active  nature  viewed  as  single  or  manifold,  besides  the  rela- 
tion of  a  mere  subject  of  that  nature,  such  nature  of  the  sub- 
stance can  or  cannot  manifest  itself  to  us  by  any  possible 
phenomena,  and  whether  it  can  be  known  to  any  other  than 
the  omniscient  Being,  and  to  those  to  whom  he  shall  reveal  it; — 
these  are  problems,  the  solution  of  which  on  a  priori  ground, 
lies  entirely  beyond  the  range  of  the  human  intellect.  Yet  on 
this  ground  nmst  the  Unitarian  solve  them,  before  he  can  know 
that  the  existence  of  one  God  in  three  persons,  in  some  peculiar 
and  authorized  import  of  the  language,  is  an  impossibility  in 
the  nature  of  things.  Are  such  decisions  on  the  part  of  man 
any  thing  but  those  of  presumptuous  ignorance  ? 

But  the  importance  of  this  topic  renders  it  worthy  of  a  more 
particular  investigation.  I  propose  then  to  show  from  our 
limited  conception  and  knowledge  of  the  constituting  elements 
of  a  being,  and  especially  of  the  divine  Being,  that  no  contra- 
diction or  absurdity  in  the  nature  of  things  can  be  known  to 
be  involved  in  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  as  now  explained ; 
and  this  in  two  ways : 

I.  By  showing  that  several  particular  modes  of  the  divine 
subsistence  may  be  supposed,  which  involve  a  plurality  of  per- 
sons in  one  being,  without  involving  known  self-contradiction ; 
and, 

n.  By  showing,  that  if  this  be  not  so,  still  there  may  be  some 
other  mode,  which  we  may  not  be  able  to  discern,  or  even  to 
conjecture,  in  which  a  plurality  of  persons  in  one  being  in- 
volves no  contradiction. 
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1.  Several  particular  modes  of  the  divine  subsistence  mar 
be  supposed,  which  involve  a  plurality  of  persons  in  one  being 
without  involving  known  self-contradiction.  These  siipposable 
modes  of  the  divine  subsistence,  I  shall  present  in  the  follow- 
ing inquiries : 

(A.)  Is  it,  or  is  it  not  i)0ssible  in  the  nature  of  things,  tliat 
there  should  be,  as  Spinoza  held,  but  one  substance  in  the 
universe,  with  the  different  phenomenal  natures,  or  attributes, 
or  properties,  of  spirit  and  of  matter,  so  that  there  is  but  one 
hei)i{/  in  the  universe,  which  is  God;  or  so  that  God  is  all 
things  and  all  things  are  God  ?  I  do  not  say  that  tliere  is  the 
shadow  of  a  reason  for  believing  the  doctrine  of  this  philoso- 
pher, nor  that  tliere  is  not  abundant  moral  evidence,  both  from 
reason  and  the  Scriptures,  that  it  is  false ;  but  rather  affirm  that 
there  is  such  evidence.  But  I  ask,  do«s  any  man  absolutely 
hww  the  doctrine  to  be  false  by  knowing  it  to  be  self-contra- 
dietary  and  impossible  in  the  nature  of  things  ?  Plainly  not 
As  I  have  said,  the  ordinary  conception  of  a  being  is  a  very 
limited,  complex  conception,  consisting  of  two  which  are  ele- 
mentary— the  conception  of  a  substance,  and  the  conception  of 
a  self-active  phenomenal  nature  pertaining  to  the  substance. 
This  conception  of  a  substance  is  merely  of  a  something  to 
which  the  self-active  phenomenal  nature  pertains.  But  who 
shall  undertake  to  say  on  a  prioH  ground,  whether  any  thing 
more  can  or  cannot  be  true  of  a  substance ;  or,  if  more,  what? 
Who  shall  in  this  manner  decide  how  many  phenomenal  na- 
tures of  the  same  kind,  or  of  different  kinds,  a  substance  as 
such  is  capable  of,  or  what  diversity  of  effects,  or  diverse  modes 
of  acting  and  of  producing  effects,  can  or  cannot  depend  on 
what  the  substance  is  as  substance  ?  Who,  in  this  way,  shall 
unfold  the  relations  of  the  substance  of  the  being  man  to  his 
spiritual  and  corporeal  nature,  and  so  exhibit  the  interior  struc- 
ture and  elementary  constitution  of  the  substance  and  the 
phenomenal  natures  of  such  a  being,  as  to  show  us  the  mode 
of  action  and  reaction  between  the  spiritual  and  corporeal,  and 
the  ground  of  their  continued  union  in  life,  and  of  their  sepa- 
ration in  death  ?  And  in  respect  to  the  self-active  phenomenal 
nature  of  a  substance,  what  is  it  but  power  to  act,  and  by  act- 
ing to  produce  effects  or  phenomena?  Can  there  in  tbe  nature 
of  things  be  only  one  such  nature,  or  can  there  be  many  such 
in  the  substance  ?    Can  one  phenomenal  nature  act  in  some  one 
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form  of  action  as  one  nature,  and  also  in  other  forms  as  several 
natures  ?  Man  as  a  spiritual  being  has  what  may  be  called  an 
intellectual  nature  or  mental  power,  but  not  creative  power. 
God  is  a  spirit,  and  possesses  creative  power.  Is  this  commu- 
nicable ?  K  it  is,  and  if  it  should  be  communicated  to  a  created 
spirit,  would  it  with  his  intellectual  nature  constitute  one  phe- 
nomenal nature  of  one  substance,  or  a  twofold  phenomenal 
nature  of  one  substance?  If  it  is  incommunicable,  is  it  be- 
cause in  the  nature  of  things  it  can  pertain  only  to  a  self- 
existent  substance ;  and  if  it  be  peculiar  to  such  a  substance, 
what  must  be  the  peculiarity  of  that  substance  by  virtue  of 
which  it  is  capable  of  such  power  ?  Of  what  more  is  it  or  is  it 
not  capable  in  tlie  nature  of  things?  But  not  to  multiply  these 
questions.  Who  can  so  penetrate  the  constituting  elements  of 
a  being  of  his  substance  and  self-active  phenomenal  nature, 
that  on  the  ground  of  a  priori  knowledge  he  can  unfold  these 
elements,  and  so  determine  what  mutual  relations,  what  unity 
and  diversity  of  action,  and  what  phenomenal  effects,  can  and 
cannot  in  the  nature  of  things  be  truly  predicated  of  them,  or 
of  the  being  whose  whole  nature  they  constitute  ?  If  none  can 
do  this,  then  how  limited  must  be  man's  a  ^iori  knowledge  of 
the  constituting  elements  of  a  being?  If  none  can  do  this, 
who  on  the  ground  of  his  a  priori  knowledge  will  pronounce 
the  doctrine  of  the  philosopher  of  Amsterdam  self-contra- 
dictory ?  The  question  is  not,  whether  there  is  not  proof  enough 
that  the  doctrine  is  false,  but  who  absolutely  knows  it  to  be 
false  on  a  priori  ground,  and  that  it  is  impossible  in  the  nature 
of  things  that  there  is  but  one  substance  in  the  miiveree,  and 
that  the  only  being,  if  oneness  of  substance  is  the  criterion  of 
oneness  of  being,  is  God  ?  Who  would  pronounce  this  doc- 
trine false,  were  it  attested  by  a  divine  revelation?  Thus 
attested,  how  would  it,  and  how  ought  it,  to  change  our  con- 
ceptions of  things,  and  with  them  tlie  meaning  and  even  the 
structure  of  language ;  especially  the  import  of  the  word  heing^ 
and  of  the  personal  pronouns. 

In  view  of  such  a  priori  ignorance  on  the  part  of  man  in 
respect  to  this  subject,  I  now  proceed  to  propound  some  inqui- 
ries more  directly  related  to  the  mode  of  the  divine  subsistence, 
which  involves  a  trinity  in  the  Godhead. 

(B.)  I  ask,  is  it  or  is  it  not  possible  in  the  nature  of  things, 
that  Grod  should  be — as  Sherlock  and  Howe  maintain — three 
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beings,  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word  being,  and  yet 
the  three  beings  in  this  sense  be  so  united  in  one  by  a  com- 
mon substance,  as  to  be  called  in  the  most  natural  and  appro- 
priate words  which  language  funiishes,  one  being;  and  the 
whole,  one  being  in  three  persons  f  Wlio  does  not  know,  that 
were  such  a  mode  of  the  divine  subsistence  to  be  revealed  in  so 
many  words  or  in  equivalent  phraseologj',  the  meaning  of  the 
words  heing  and  person  would,  like  other  words  in  similar 
circumstances,  be  at  once  modified  and  changed  according  to 
the  exigency  of  the  case  ?  I  do  not  say  that  there  is  or  is  not 
any  evidence,  from  the  use  of  scriptural  language,  that  God  sub- 
sists as  now  supposed — one  being  in  three  persons.  But  1  sim- 
ply ask,  who  knows  on  a  priori  ground,  that  he  does  not  so 
subsist  ?  The  question,  be  it  remembered,  is  not  what  would 
be  absurd  or  self-contradictory  according  to  our  present  oi'di- 
nary  conceptions,  or  our  common  confident  judgments  or  opin- 
ions, formed  in  view  of  phenomena ;  but  what  do  we  abso- 
lutely know  on  a  priori  ground,  concerning  possibility  and 
impossibility  in  the  nature  of  things  ?  Do  we  know  the  impos- 
sibility of  the  mode  of  God's  subsistence,  now  supposed,  as  we 
know  the  impossibility  that  two  and  two  should  be  five  ? 

(C.)  I  ask,  is  it  or  is  it  not  possible  in  the  nature  of  things, 
that  God  should  be,  as  Leibnitz  held,  a  being  of  several  per- 
sons in  an  absolute  substance,  and  that  three  persons  are  not  as 
absolute  substances  as  the  whole  ?  ^VTio  knows  it  to  be  impos- 
sible in  the  nature  of  things,  that  a  being  should  consist  of  a 
threefold  nature,  or  three  phenomenal  natures  of  the  same 
kind,  each  being  what  may  be  called  in  some  limited  sense  a 
person^  or,  as  some  say,  an  ageiit^  and  united  with  something 
called  its  substance,  as  peculiar  to  a  divine,  phenomenal  na- 
ture,— and  yet  this  substance  different  from  that  which  is  com- 
mon to  the  whole  being,  as  less  absolute  than  the  substance 
which  unites  the  whole, — and  so,  with  the  three  persons^  con- 
stitutes one  being?  Who  absolutely  knows  that  such  an  exist- 
ence involves  a  contradiction,  and  is  therefore  impossible  in 
the  nature  of  things  ? 

(D.)  I  ask,  is  it  or  is  it  not  possible  that  a  being  should  con- 
sist of  one  substance  and  of  one  self-active  phenomenal  nature ; 
and  that  while  he  is  capable  of  one  form  of  action  in  the  exer- 
cise of  his  phenomenal  nature,  he  is  also,  by  virtue  either  of  a 
peculiarity  of  substance  or  a  peculiarity  of  a  phenomenal  na- 


OTHER   SUPPOSITIONS.  39 

ture,  or  of  both,  qualified  80  to  act  in  three  distinct  forms  of 
action,  in  the  exercise  of  his  one  phenomenal  nature,  as  to  pro- 
duce different  phenomena,  which  a  divine  phenomenal  nature 
only  can  produce  ?  We  have  perhaps  conceived  and  spoken, 
or  heard  others  speak,  of  the  same  mind  as  carrying  on  at  one 
and  the  same  time,  two  distinct  processes  of  thought — even  as 
distinct  as  would  be  one  process  in  moral  reasoning  and  an- 
other in  mathematical.  Now  the  question  is  not  one  of  fact, 
but  respects  what  is  and  what  is  not  possible  in  the  nature  of 
things.  Is  it  then,  or  is  it  not  possible,  that  there  should  be  a 
being  consisting,  according  to  our  present  conception  of  a  hu- 
man mind,  of  one  substance  and  one  phenomenal  nature,  quali- 
fied as  the  human  naind  is  to  perform  one  complex  mental  action 
in  thinking,  feeling,  and  choosing,  in  the  exercise  of  its  entire 
phenomenal  nature,  and  yet,  unlike  ourselves,  capable,  by 
some  peculiar  threefold  qualification  of  its  substance  in  relation 
to  his  phenomenal  nature,  of  carrying  on  in  other  cases,  two  or 
three  forms  or  processes  of  such  mental  action  ;  not  distinct  in 
every  respect, — not  distinct  or  different  as  the  acts  of  three  phe- 
nomenal natures  of  three  distinct  substances  ;  but  still  numeri- 
cally different,  and  unlike  in  respect  to  their  objects  as  the  acts 
of  any  three  beings  are  conceived  to  be  different ;  and  thus  dis- 
tinct by  virtue  of  some  peculiarity  of  one  peculiar  substance, 
in  its  relations  to  the  acts  of  one  peculiar  phenomenal  nature  ? 
Who  knows  enough  of  the  nature  of  substance,  and  of  the  phe- 
nomenal nature  of  a  substance,  to  decide  the  existence  of  such 
a  being  to  be  impossible  ? 

(E.)  Is  it  or  is  it  not  possible  that  three  self-active  phenome- 
nal natures  of  the  same  kind,  each  conceived  without  a  sub- 
stance exclusively  its  own,  should  be  combined  in  one  com- 
mon substance — for  who  can  tell  how  many  kinds  of  substances 
are  possible  in  rerwm  naiura — thus  constituting  one  being 
with  a  threefold  nature,  or  what,  in  the  common  use  of  lan- 
guage, may  be  called  three  classes  of  attributes  or  properties 
of  the  same  kind ;  and  that  this  one  being,  by  virtue  of  the 
peculiarity  of  his  one  substance  and  of  his  threefold  nature, 
Bhould  be  capable  of  as  many  distinct  acts — acts  as  distinct,  so 
far  as  they  depend  on  phenomenal  natures,  as  the  distinct  acts 
of  three  beings  ?  And  here  I  further  ask,  in  respect  to  the  being 
now  supposed,  whether  it  is  or  is  not  pcesible,  in  the  nature  of 
things,  that  he  should  be  capable  also  of  acting  in  some  cases 
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as  one  being,  in  snch  a  manner  that  Ins  entire  threefold  phe- 
nomenal nature  shall  be  in  exercise  in  such  action,  while  by 
virtue  of  his  threefold  nature  he  should  be  capable  of  acting 
m  other  cases,  in  three  distinct  forms  of  action  ? 

Tliese  questions  concerning  what  is  and  what  is  not  possible 
in  respect  to  the  constituting  elements  of  a  being  and  the  mode 
of  his  subsistence,  are  propounded  as  questions  which,  on 
a  priori  ground,  no  human  intellect  can  decide.  Am  I  then 
asked,  why  propound  questions  which  no  one  can  answer  ?  I 
reply,  because  they  are  those  which  the  Unitarian  pretends  to 
answer — thus  deciding,  with  the  confidence  of  infallible  knowl- 
edge, that  it  is  imi>os8ible  in  the  nature  of  things,  that,  in  any 
mode  of  conceiving  of  a  being,  or  of  the  mode  of  his  subsist- 
ence, sucli  a  one  as  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  affirms  should 
be  conceived  to  exist ;  and  that  of  conrse  the  existence  of  such 
a  being  is  impossible,  and  cannot  be  taught  even  by  a  revela- 
tion from  God.  But  if  it  be  possible  in  the  nature  of  things, 
for  aught  that  any  man  knows  to  the  contrary,  that  God  should 
subsist  in  any  one  mode  concerning  the  possibility  of  which  I 
have  inquired,  then  it  is  possible  in  the  nature  of  things,  for 
aught  any  man  knows  to  the  contrary,  that  God  subsists,  in 
some  peculiar  sense  of  the  language,  as  mie  heifig  in  three 
pers(ms.  And  if  this  be  possible,  what  right  or  warrant  has 
the  Unitarian  to  assert  that  it  is  impossible  in  the  nature  of 
things  ?  Does  he  know,  in  the  form  of  absolute  knowledge, 
that  the  mode  of  the  divine  subsistence  supposed  in  each  case  of 
the  foregoing  inquiries,  involves  a  contradiction^  and  is  there- 
fore impossible  ? 

Tliis  question  must  be  met  by  the  direct  and  unqualified 
assertion  of  his  absolute  knowledge  of  the  alleged  contradic- 
tion and  impossibility,  and  by  making  good  the  assertion.  It 
is  not  to  be  evaded  by  some  irrelevant  and  insufficient  reply, 
founded  in  his  preconceived  opinions  or  judgments  concerning 
the  constituting  elements  of  a  being.  Particularly,  it  is  not 
enough  for  the  Unitarian  to  say,  that  according  to  the  ordinary 
conception  or  idea  of  a  being,  it  is  impossible  that  God  should 
be,  or  be  conceived  to  be,  one  being  in  three  persons.  This  is 
readily  admitted.  The  ordinary  conception  of  a  being  is,  as 
we  have  said,  a  phenomenal  conception — a  conception  con- 
ditioned on  and  determined  by  phenomena  only.  It  is  the 
conception,  in  tlie  most  limited  sense,  of  a  being  of  one  sub- 
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stance  and  one  self-active  nature — of  a  substance  as  the  mere 
subject  of  one  such  nature,  and  capable  of  but  one  class  of 
acts,  and  of  whom  nothing  more  is  true.  The  impossibility 
that  such  a  being  should  subsist  as  one  being  in  three  persons, 
is  fully  conceded.  The  present  question  does  not  respect  such 
a  being,  but  the  known  possibility  or  impossibility  of  a  very 
different  mode  of  subsistence  from  that  which  is  the  object  of 
our  ordinary  conception.  It  respects  something  more  in  the 
constituting  elements  of  a  being  than  is  evinced  to  our  ordi- 
nary conception  by  mere  phenomena — some  nature  or  prop- 
erty which  does  not  manifest  itself  merely  by  phenomena,  and 
which  must  be  made  known  by  revelation,  if  at  all.  It  is — 
what  does  the  Unitarian  know  of  this  subject,  or  rather,  whe- 
ther he  knows  it  to  be  impossible  in  the  nature  of  things,  that 
Gtod  should  subsist  in  some  one  of  the  peculiar  modes,  con- 
cerning the  possibility  of  which  we  have  inquired  ?  Does  he 
then  say  that  he  has  no  other  than  the  common  or  ordinary 
conception  of  a  being  ?  But  how  does  this  decide  what  is  and 
what  is  not  possible  in  the  nature  of  things,  in  respect  to  the 
being  whom  we  call  God  ?  K  he  has  never  allowed  himself  to 
form  any  other  than  the  ordinary  conception  of  the  mode  of  a 
being's  subsistence — a  merely  phenomenal  conception — how 
does  this  show  that  no  other  can  be  formed,  or  that  he  is  not 
required  by  the  whole  evidence  in  the  case — even  by  a  divine 
revelation — actually  to  form  another,  and  a  very  different  con- 
ception of  the  mode  in  which  the  divine  being  subsists?  or 
how  does  it  show  that  he  knows  any  one  of  the  modes  of  his 
subsistence,  supposed  in  the  foregoing  inquiries  to  be  impos- 
sible ?  Does  he  then  say,  that  he  can  form  no  other  than  the 
ordinary  conception  of  the  mode  of  a  being's  subsistence,  and 
that  of  course  he  can  form  none  of  those  respecting  the  mode 
of  the  divine  subsistence  supposed  in  the  foregoing  interroga- 
tories? This — admitting  his  ordinary  intellectual  capacity — 
we  are  constrained  to  deny.  For  if  he  can  form  the  ordinary 
complex  conception  of  the  mode  of  a  being's  subsistence,  he 
can — ^having  the  ordinary  power  of  abstracting  and  compound- 
ing ideas — modify  and  change  his  ordinary  conception  by  tliis 
process,  and  so  form  either  of  the  supposed  conceptions  of  the 
mode  of  the  divine  subsistence.  If  he  can  conceive  of  a  sub- 
Btance  to  which  one  self-active  nature  pertains,  he  can  conceive 
of  a  substance  to  which  two  or  three  self-active  natures  pertain. 
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If  he  can  conceive  that  a  substance  with  one  self-active  nature 
should  perform  one  act,  or  one  class  of  actions,  he  can  conceive 
that  a  substance  to  wkich  three  self-active  natures  pertain, 
should  perform  three  distinct  acts,  or  three  distinct  classes 
of  actions.     In  this  way  he  can  form  any  one  of  the  concep- 
tions of  a  being  supposed  in  the  foregoing  interrogatories.     At 
any  rate,  if  he  cannot  form  any  one  of  these  conceptions,  then 
he  cannot  pronounce  it  self-contradictory,  and  the  existence  of 
its  object  impossible  in  the  nature  of  things.     Does  he  then 
say  that  the  contradiction  involved  in  each  of  the  foregoing 
suppositions  is,  that  one  being  is  three  beings,  or  three  beings 
one  being?     I  answer,  that  there  is  no  pretense  for  such  an 
assertion.     For  in  each  supposition  the  being  is  supposed  to 
consist  of  one,  and  of  but  one  absolute  substance  in  three  per- 
sons, in  some  peculiar  or  unusual  sense  of  the  language.     Ac- 
cording to  each  supposition,  oneness  of  absolute  substance  is 
involved,  to  which  the  threefold  distinction  of  three  persons 
belongs.     And  surely  oneness  of  substance — whatever  natm-e, 
simple  or  complex,  single  or  compound,  be  supposed  to  pertain 
to  it — is  the  only  criterion  of  oneness  of  being.     Of  course  the 
word  jpersonsj  in  such  a  case,  is  manifestly  used,  as  is  claimed, 
not  in  its  usual  meaning — not  even  to  imply,  nor  so  that  in 
any  fairness  of  construction  it  can  imply,  three  beings.     On 
the  contrary,  it  is  plainly  used  in  each  supposition  in  such  a 
restricted  meaning  as  to  imply  at  most,  some  threefold  quali- 
fication for  distinct  personal  acts  or  action,  either  in  the  pecu- 
liar substance  or  in  the  peculiar  phenomenal  nature — whether 
the  latter  be  single  or  compound — or  in  both  substance  and 
phenomenal  nature.    How  then  is  one  such  being  three  beings, 
by  involving  three  such  distinctions,  called  persons,  in  one 
being ;  or  how  are  three  such  persons  three  beings,  when  each, 
as  a  person,  is  supposed  not  to  be  a  being  in  the  sense  in  which 
the  whole  subsistence  is  a  being,  but  to  be  only  one  of  the  con- 
stituting elements  of  one  entire  being?    Plainly,  such  a  suppo- 
sition, instead  of  implying  that  one  being  is  three  beings,  or 
three  beings  one  being,  most  expressly  asserts  the  contrary. 
Neither  of  the  three  persons  supposed  to  be  included  in  one 
being,  is  supposed,  as  a  person,  to  be  identical  with  the  entire 
being ;  but  as  a  person,  or  divine  person,  is  supposed  to  be  not 
the  entire  being.     How  then  can  the  supposed  one  being  in 
three  pereons  be,  in  one  and  the  same  sense,  three  beings? 
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Does  the  Unitarian  now  say  that  he  cannot  conceive  how  such 
a  being  can  exist,  as  that  concerning  which  we  have  hypo- 
thetically  inquired  ?  Such  a  reply  would  only  show  how  en- 
tirely he  mistakes,  and  thus  evades  the  point  now  at  issue. 
What  if  he  cannot  conceive  Iww  such  a  being  can  exist  ?  Is 
the  measure  of  his  conception  the  measure  of  all  possibility  in 
the  nature  of  things  %  Is  nothing  possible,  unless  he  can  con- 
ceive Jww  it  is  possible  ?  Can  he  conceive  how  mind  or  mat- 
ter exists,  or  can  be  brought  into  being  from  nothing  by  the 
power  of  the  Creator ;  how  a  man  or  an  angel  can  be  so  con- 
stituted as  to  develop  his  nature  in  all  the  phenomena  of  intel- 
ligence and  of  action  peculiar  to  each ;  ay,  how  the  God  and 
Maker  of  all  should  exist,  and  be  what  he  is,  and  do  what  he 
does?  Surely  the  question  is  not  whether  the  Unitarian,  or 
any  one  else,  can  or  cannot  conceive  hx)W  a  triune  being  can 
exist,  or  be  what  he  is,  or  do  what  he  does,  supposing  such  a 
being  to  exist  and  to  act ;  but  it  is,  does  the  Unitarian,  or  any 
one  else,  absolutely  know  that  it  is  impossible  in  the  nature  of 
things  that  such  a  being — in  some  one  of  the  modes  of  subsist- 
ence, in  respect  to  tlie  possibility  of  which  we  have  inquired — 
can  ext^t?  If  he  does,  let  him  say  he  does,  and  make  good 
his  assertion ;  let  him  intelligibly  state  the  contradiction  in  the 
conception  which  involves  the  impossibility  alleged.  My  ob- 
ject in  propounding  the  foregoing  inquiries  is  not  to  affirm — 
nor  liave  I  occasion  to  do  so — the  possibility  of  such  a  being 
as  I  have  made  the  subject  of  these  hypotlietical  inquiries ; 
but  to  ascertain  whether  the  Unitarian  knows  as  much  con- 
cerning the  possible  constituting  elements  of  a  being — even  of 
all  that  enters  into  the  entire  nature  of  the  self-existent  God — 
as  he  pretends  to  know ;  it  is  to  challenge  him  to  show  the 
contradiction  involved  in  each  of  the  foregoing  suppositions  of 
one  being  in  three  persons,  and  thus  compel  him  to  fair  reason- 
ing, either  by  showing  the  contradiction  which  he  asserts,  or 
by  retracting  and  never  repeating  what  otherwise  must  be 
deemed  an  assertion  entitled  to  no  respect. 

Having  thus  attempted  to  show  that  several  particular  modes ' 
of  the  divine  subsistence  may  be  supposed  which  involve  a 
plurality  of  persons,  or  three  persons  in  one  God,  as  this  doc- 
trine has  been  explained,  without  involving  any  known  con- 
tradiction, I  now  proceed  to  show — 

2.  That  if  it  be  not  so — that  is,  if  the  human  mind  be  unable  to 
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suppose  any  particular  mode  of  the  divdne  subsistence  includ- 
ing three  j>ersons  in  one  being,  which  does  not  involve  a  con- 
tradiction— it  is  imix^ssible  that  man  should  know  that  there 
cannot  be  such  a  mode  of  tlie  divine  subsistence. 

What  if  neither  Plato,  nor  Aristotle,  nor  any  other  human 
being  has  been  able  to  devise  a  mode  by  which  matter  can  be 
created  from  absolute  nothing,  does  it  follow  that  man  can 
know  that  its  creation  from  nothing  does  involve  a  contradic- 
tion i  Because  man  can  specily  no  mode  in  which  matter  can 
be  thus  created  which  would  involve  a  contradiction,  can  there 
be  no  moiie,  and  can  Grod  conceive  no  mode  of  creating  matter 
from  nothing  which  involves  no  contradiction  ?  There  is  a 
plain  ditference  between  being  unabie  to  decide  a  pnon\  that 
a  thing  does  not,  and  being  obit  to  decide  that  it  does  involve 
a  contradiction.  The  human  mind  mav  be  utterlv  unable  to 
decide  on  cz  prion  ground,  that  the  creation  of  matter  from 
nothing  does  not ;  but  this  is  not  being  able  to  decide  that  it 
does.  The  mere  fact,  that  the  mind  has  not  tliat  full,  compre- 
hensive view  of  the  subject  which  enables  it  to  decide  that  it 
does  not  involve  a  contradiction,  is  not  being  able  to  decide 
that  it  does.  It  may  be  utterly  unable  to  see  how  it  can  be 
done;  but  this  is  not  seeing  that  it  cannot  be  done.  Or  to 
take  a  more  familiar  case.  What  man  is  able  to  decide  on  a 
priori  ground,  that  the  supposition  of  a  soul  and  body  united 
in  one  being,  either  does  or  does  not  involve  a  contradiction  i 
or  whether  the  supposition  that  one  portion  of  inert  matter 
should  possess  power  to  attract  another  portion,  does  or  does 
not  involve  a  contradiction  ?  And  now  what  would  be  more 
preposterous  than  for  one  to  infer,  from  his  utter  inability  to 
decide  such  a  question  either  way,  his  ability  to  decide  it  one 
way  ;  that  is,  because  he  cannot  decide,  a  priori^  that  the  sup- 
position of  the  creation  of  matter  from  nothing,  or  of  the  union 
of  the  soul  and  body  in  one  being,  or  of  the  power  of  gravity 
in  one  portion  of  matter,  either  does  or  does  not  involve  a  con- 
tradiction, to  infer  that  the  supposition  does  involve  a  contra- 
diction ?  So  in  the  present  case.  Let  it  be  granted  for  the 
Bake  of  tlie  argument,  that  no  human  mind  can  suppose  any 
particular  mode  of  the  subsistence  of  one  God  in  three  persons, 
which  does  not  involve  a  contradiction,  and  is  therefore  utterly 
unable  to  decide  in  this  way,  that  the  supposition  of  one  God 
in  three  persons  does  or  that  it  does  not  involve  a  contradic- 
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tion,  is  it  therefore  able  to  decide  that  it  does  involve  a  contra- 
diction ?  Plainly,  thongh  the  human  mind  were  wholly  unable 
to  suppose  any  particular  mode  of  the  divine  subsistence  in- 
cluding, according  to  the  explanation  given,  three  pereons  in 
one  being,  which  does  not  involve  a  contradiction,  this  is  not 
knowing  that  the  doctrine  of  three  persons  in  one  God  as  now 
explained,  does  involve  a  contradiction.  Thero  may  be  for 
aught  that  appears  to  the  contrary,  some  particular  mode  of 
tte  divine  subsistence,  in  which  God  actually  exists  as  one  God 
in  three  persons.  It  is  utterly  impossible  that  man  should 
know  on  a  priori  ground,  that  there  cannot  be.  Unless  the 
human  mind  can  fully  and  perfectly  comprehend  all  modes  of 
subsistence  which  are  possible  in  the  nature  of  things — and  in 
the  present  case,  all  the  constituting  elements  which  can  enter 
into  the  whole  nature  of  the  Godhead,  with  the  relation  of  each 
element  to  every  other — it  must  be  forever  impossible  for  man 
to  know  or  decide  on  a  priori  ground,  that  the  doctrine  of  one 
God  in  three  persons,  as  the  language  has  now  been  explained, 
involves  a  contradiction. 

Again :  this  topic  may  be  presented  in  another  light.  The 
human  mind  necessarily  conceives  and  knows  that  the  suppo- 
sition or  assertion  of  some  things — ^for  example,  that  a  part  is 
equal  to  the  whole,  that  two  and  two  are  five,  that  a  thing  is 
and  is  not — involves  a  contradiction  ;  while  it  does  not  neces- 
sarily conceive  and  know,  nor  can  it  decide  on  a  priori  ground, 
that  the  supposition  or  assertion  of  some  other  things,  either 
does  or  does  not  involve  a  contradiction ;  for  example,  that 
matter  should  be  created  from  nothing,  that  a  soul  and  body 
should  be  united  as  they  are  in  one  man,  that  fire  should  ex- 
plode gunpowder,  or  burn  the  hand  in  contact  with  it.  The 
former  instances  may  be  viewed  as  of  two  kinds.  One  is,  when 
the  proposition  is  an  express  contradiction  of  the  plainest  form, 
as,  that  what  is,  is  not,  or  that  one  and  the  same  thing  is  and 
is  not.  The  other  is,  when  the  proposition  can  be  reduced  to 
an  express  contradiction,  as  when  it  is  said  that  a  part  is  equal 
to  the  whole ;  which  is  to  say,  that  what  is  not  equal  to  the 
whole,  viz.,  a  part,  is  equal  to  the  whole.  Now,  when  the 
proposition  is  of  the  former  kind,  or  an  express  contradiction 
of  the  plainest  form,  then  there  can  be  no  mistake.  The  mind 
that  apprehends  the  meaning  of  the  language,  necessarily  con- 
ceives and  knows  the  contradiction  to  exist.    When  the  propo- 
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sition  is  of  the  latter  kind — one  which  involves  a  contradiction 
without  expressing  it  in  the  plainest  form — it  can  be  reduced  to 
an  express  contradiction.  If  then,  a  proposition  is  not  an  ex- 
press contradiction  in  the  plainest  form,  and  if  it  cannot  be  re- 
duced to  such,  then  no  man  can  know  or  decide  a  priori  that  it  is, 
or  that  it  involves  a  contradiction.  Now,  in  respect  to  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Trinity  as  we  liave  explained  it,  I  affirm  that  it  is 
neither  an  express  contradiction,  nor  can  it  be  reduced  to  such. 
If  then,  the  doctrine  of  tlie  Trinity  is  not  and  cannot  be  the 
express  contradiction  of  asserting  that  one  being  is  three  be- 
ings, in  the  ordinary  use  of  language — if  it  cannot  be  reduced 
to  this  express  contradiction,  and  therefore  cannot  be  known 
to  involve  it — can  it  be  known  to  involve  any  other? 

On  this  question,  it  were  perhaps  sufficient  to  say,  that  in 
view  of  the  facility — not  to  say  the  certainty — of  detecting  and 
exposing  the  contradiction  of  a  proposition  like  this,  could  it 
be  known  to  be  of  this  character, — in  view  also  of  the  intellec- 
tual strength  which  has  been  employed  upon  it  for  this  veiy 
purpose,  and  of  the  fact  that  no  other  has  ever  been  charged, 
except  that  which,  as  we  have  seen,  is  false, — in  view  of  these 
things,  it  were  sufficient  and  safe  to  say,  that  neither  that  con- 
tradiction which  has  been  charged,  nor  any  other,  can  be  k?iown 
to  be  involved  in  the  doctrine. 

But  not  to  rest  the  question  on  this  ground.  The  nature  of 
the  subject  rendere  it  impossible  that  the  human  mind  should 
know  on  a  priori  ground,  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  as 
now  explained,  involves  a  contradiction.  The  inquiry  respects 
the  constitution  of  the  Godhead — the  constituting  elements  of 
an  eternal,  self-existent  being ;  and  there  is  nothing  which  falls 
more  entirely  without  and  beyond  the  range  and  grasp  of  the 
human  intellect.  It  is  true  that  man  has  a  distinct,  well  de- 
fined, and  even  necessary  conception,  as  far  as  it  goes,  of  what 
he  calls  a  being — of  himself,  of  every  other  man,  of  an  angel, 
of  God.  But  what  enters  into  the  constitution  even  of  a  created 
being  beyond  a  very  narrow  limit — what  it  is  in  all  the  ele- 
ments, neither  more  nor  less,  which  constitutes  him  the  being 
that  he  is,  as  these  are  known  to  Omniscience,  the  mind  of  man, 
unperverted  by  philosophic  speculation,  does  not  attempt  on  a 
priori  ground  to  determine.  Tlio  inquiry  at  once  associates 
with  itself  a  consciousness  of  intellectual  imbecility,  and  the 
mind  falters  in  despair  before  entering  on  the  investigation. 
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At  the  same  time  it  necessarily  forms  a  general  limited 
conception  of  a  being,  and  determines,  not  that  more  than  it 
thus  conceives  is  not  true,  but  that  what  it  thus  necessarily  con- 
ceives is  true.  From  the  nature  of  the  mind  as  a  knower,  it  is 
impossible  that  it  should  conceive  and  know  a  being,  witliout 
conceiving  and  knowing  him  to  consist  at  least  of  one  substance 
and  one  phenomenal  nature,  or  a  nature  qualifying  him  to  pro- 
duce phenomena.  This  conception  of  a  substance  and  a  phe- 
nomenal nature,  may  be  said  to  be  the  common  or  ordinary 
conception  of  a  being,  and  so  much  at  least  as  is  comprised  in 
this  we  may  be  justly  said  to  know  of  every  being.  But  how 
little  do  we  know,  even  of  a  created  being,  compared  with 
Him  who  knew  how  to  give  him  existence  from  nothing !  How 
many  things  may  be  predicated  of  every  being,  for  aught 
we  know  or  can  know  to  the  contrary,  on  a  priori  ground, 
or  from  mere  phenomena  which,  in  the  nature  of  things, 
would  be  credible,  and  which,  supported  by  proper  evidence, 
especially  by  God's  declaration,  would  demand  our  unhesita- 
ting belief? 

It  is  true  that  the  idea  of  a  substance  is,  of  that  to  which  a 
phenomenal  nature,  commonly  conceived  as  a  class  of  proper- 
ties or  attributes,  belongs.  Reason,  the  competent,  unpervert- 
ed  intellect  of  man,  necessarily  gives  the  truth,  that  every  sub- 
tance  has  a  nature  qualifying  it  for  the  production  of  all  its 
diverse  phenomena  or  eflfects.  Hence  the  mind,  forming  this 
conception  of  a  being  from  mere  phenomena,  and  having  no 
evidence  of  any  thing  more  from  mere  phenomena  than  what  is 
included  in  it,  regards  it  in  all  such  cases  as  a  just  and  true  con- 
ception of  a  being.  Such  it  undoubtedly  is.  So  much  as  this 
conception  involves,  is  to  be  received  as  true  in  all  cases ;  and 
on  the  ground  of  phenomena  merely,  and  on  the  authority  of 
reason  merely,  nothing  more  is  to  bo  received  as  true.  But  to 
return  to  the  question,  Can  nothing  more  be  true  in  the  na- 
ture of  things  ?  Can  nothing  more  bo  true  of  the  whole  nature 
of  a  being  than  is  comprised  in  this  limited  conception,  formed 
solely  on  the  ground  of  phenomena  ?  Can  man  absolutely  know 
it  to  be  impossible  in  tiie  nature  of  things,  that  nothing  more 
should  be  true  ?  "Were  man  omniscient,  would  he  know  more 
than  he  can  know  from  mere  phenomena  ?  Could  not  God  if 
he  pleased,  tell  us  something  more  than,  in  this  manner,  we 
now  know — something,  which  would  greatly  change  and  ex- 
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tend  our  conception  beyond  onr  ordinarr  phenomenal  concep- 
tion of  a  being — especially  of  himself  I 

Let  ns  reflect  carefnlly  on  the  question.  What  then  does 
mere  reason,  on  the  basis  of  phenomena  merely,  decide  respect- 
ing the  constitntin^  elements  of  a  being  i  I  answer  as  before 
that  a  being  consists  of  that  something,  as  opposed  to  nothing, 
to  which  a  phenomenal  nature  pertains.  Bat  this  is  not  de- 
ciding that  nothing  more  can  be  true,  nor  that  nothing  more  is 
tme.  What  reason  tlius  necessarily  decides  to  be  trae,  is  true. 
But  reason  does  not  necessarily  give,  nor  pretend  to  give  us 
all  truth.  Reason  is  not  omniscient.  While  therefore,  on  the 
authority  of  mere  reas* >n,  it  would  be,  for  the  want  of  evidence, 
in  the  highest  degree  irrational  to  believe  that  a  being  consists 
of  any  thing  more  tlian  one  substance  and  one  phenomenal  na- 
ture, as  we  have  explained  the  language,  still  that  nothing 
more  can  l)o  true  in  the  case,  except  what  is  comprised  in  this 
very  limited  conception, — nothing  more,  in  respect  to  his  sub- 
stance and  his  phenomenal  nature,  except  what  qualifies  him 
for  one  form  of  personal,  phenomenal  action,  is  not,  as  the 
Unitarian  assumes,  a  judgment  of  reason,  or  a  necessary  decis- 
ion of  the  human  mind.    The  assumption  of  this  is  obviously 
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REASONING.  Hc  assumcs,  not  only  that  reason  necessarily  gives 
the  ordinary  phenomenal  conception  of  every  being,  but  that 
it  necessarily  excludes  from  this  conception  that  of  tri-person- 
cHiiy^  or  a  threefold  qualification  for  three  distinct  forms  of 
personal,  phenomenal  action,  as  a  false  conception ;  in  other 
words,  he  assumes  that  human  reason  necessarily  decides  that 
a  being  having  one  absolute  substance  and  one  phenomenal 
nature,  qualifying  him  for  one  form  of  phenomenal  action, 
cannot  in  the  nature  of  things,  either  by  any  peculiarity  of  his 
substance  or  of  his  phenomenal  nature,  or  of  both,  or  in  any 
mode  of  subsistence  whatever,  be  qualified  for  three  distinct 
personal  forms  of  phenomenal  action.  This  we  say  is  an  unau- 
thorized, because  a  groundless  assumption  by  human  reason. 
I  admit  that  reason  necessarily  conceives  that  every  being  con- 
sists at  least  of  one  substance  and  one  phenomenal  nature,  quali- 
fying him  for  at  least  one  form  of  personal,  phenomenal  action. 
But  reason  does  not  necessarily  decide  either  that  more  is  or  is 
not  true  of  a  being.  It  is  true  that,  in  all  ordinary  cases — 
even  in  all  cases  but  one — there  is  an  utter  want  of  evidence 
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of  any  thing  more  than  is  included  in  the  ordinary  conception 
of  a  being.  This  want  of  evidence  requires  us  not  to  believe, 
or  forbids  us  to  believe,  that  there  is  any  thing  more  ;  but  does 
not  require  nor  even  authorize  us  to  helieve^  and  thus  to  assert, 
that  there  is  not  any  thing  more.  The  entire  want  of  evidence 
of  a  fact  or  truth,  forbids  us  to  believe  the  fact  or  truth  ;  but 
instead  of  authorizing  us  to  deny  the  fact  or  truth,  it  forbids  us 
to  disbelieve  it.  The  entire  want  of  evidence  that  Saturn  has 
more  rings  than  one,  jforbids  us  to  believe  that  it  has  more  than 
one;  but  it  does  not  authorize  us  to  believe  that  it  has  not 
more  than  one.  It  forbids  us  to  disbelieve  that  it  has  more 
than  one,  for  evidence  of  more  is  quite  supposable ;  and  with 
evidence  of  more,  we  should  be  required  to  believe  more.  Be- 
sides, if  it  be  granted  that  the  want  of  all  evidence  that  any 
being  has  a  threefold  nature  in  some  sort,  which  qualification 
for  distinct  personal  forms  of  phenomenal  action  authorizes  the 
belief  that  he  has  not,  still  this  is  mere  hdief^  and  not  knowl- 
edge—a mere  inference,  founded  solely  on  the  want  of  evi- 
dence. How  then  would  it  be  if  we  had  good  and  sufficient 
evidence,  even  God's  declaration,  that  some  particular  being 
possesses  this  threefold  qualification  ?  If  God  should  reveal  on 
this  subject  something  more  of  himself  than  human  reason 
can  discover  from  mere  phenomena,  would  human  reason  be 
competent  to  contradict  the  revelation  ?  Plainly,  no  man  can 
know  on  ajpriori  ground,  and  therefore  no  man  can  assert  on 
this  ground,  that  it  is  impossible  in  the  nature  of  things  that 
God  should  be  one  being  in  such  a  modified  sense,  as  to  in- 
clude three  persons  in  such  a  modified  sense,  that  by  his 
tri-personality  he  is  qualified  in  a  corresponding  modified 
sense,  for  three  distinct,  divine,  personal  forms  of  phenomenal 
action. 

In  illustration  of  what  has  now  been  said,  let  us  suppose  as 
some  philosophers  and  some  Unitarians  do,  that  the  human 
mind  consists  simply  of  one  phenomenal  nature,  or  of  one  com- 
bination of  mental  properties,  without  a  substance  to  which 
this  nature  or  these  properties  belong.  Let  us  now  suppose 
any  three  such  minds  as  we  now  conceive  them  to  be,  each  to 
exhibit  the  same  mental  phenomena — the  same  distinct  men- 
tal operations  and  states  in  its  own  consciousness — which  any 
three  minds  now  exhibit.  If  now  God,  in  a  well-attested  reve- 
lation, should  declare,  contrary  to  the  supposed  conception  in 
4  8 
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one  respect,  duir  these  three  min«&  were  united  by  s  eominon 
anbfttanoe,  woald  anv  man  fcii?w  tiie  deciarati<jn  to  be  false  ? 
Agaiiu  -iuppr-se  that,  in  a  weH-atrested  re^elad^^n  and  in  formal 
anii  expreafi  terni*.  •^'^•1  ili«:«ald  annoimce  to  us  tiuit  eTerr 
diree — every  trip  Let  of  himan  beings — while  they  mre  three 
per^>as  in  respect  ro  *iit?tinet  '^^ualilicatitxis  tor  three  distinct 
pers^mal  t*>rms  of  mental  aeti«>n*  as  we  now  conceire  them  to 
be, — except  that  they  are  so  ct>mbtned  in  one  and  the  same 
anbstance  that  they  are  as  tmly.  thoo^  in  a  different  respect, 
one  being,  as  each  of  the  three  in  oar  present  conception  is  one 
being : — wht>  is  the  man  that  knows  s«?  much  of  the  elements  of 
a  being — even  oi  himself  as  a  being — »>f  what  k  possible  and 
imp  -ssible  in  the  nature  of  things^  »  to  be  able  to  pronooncc 
die  revelati«>n  false  t    Who  woald  do  it  with  the  saune  assnr- 
ance  that  he  pn>noances  the  pn>p«.^iti»>n  that  two  and  two  are 
five,  to  be  f;idse  I    Who  can  absolntely  know  that  the  crea- 
tion of  snch  a  being  is  beyond  the  power  ^  die  Almightr  f    If 
yon  say  that  it  involves  a  c»>ntr»dicdoa»  specify  and   make 
it  manifest,  or  learn  to  be  silent  ♦>»  the  qnesdon  of  what  is  im- 
piss-ible  to  Omnip«>tenee.     *•  What  is  the  sool  P  said  one  to 
Marivanx.     -I  know  nothing  of  it.**  he  replied,  "but  that 
it  is  spiritual  and  itiimi>rtal.**     "*Well,'^  said  his  friend,  "let 
ns  ask  Fontenelle,  and  he  will  tell  ns  what  it  isw**     "No," 
said   Marivanx.   -^ask  anyb»>dy  but   Fontenelle,  for  he  has 
to«>  much  g»x>d  sense  to  know  anv  thin«r  more  abont  it  than 
we  do.*^ 

Man  then,  has  not  that  a  jpriori  knowledge  of  the  consti- 
tuting elements  of  any  being,  much  less  of  one  eternal  and  self- 
existent,  which  enables  him  to  decide  in  all  respects  what  can 
and  what  cannot  be  true  in  the  nature  of  tilings;  respecting 
the  mode  of  his  subsistence.  In  such  inquiries  the  human 
mind  is  baffled,  and  falls  back  in  despairing  weakness ;  and  so 
it  must  be,  till  man  shall  comprehend  what  God  only  knows. 
The  vegetation  of  a  blade  of  grass,  the  motions  of  an  insect,  the 
simplest  organized  being,  the  merest  atom  of  inert  matter,  pre- 
sent mysteries  which  human  reason  cannot  j>enetrate.  In 
riew  then,  of  the  greatness  and  incomprehensibleness  of  God, 
what  known  impossibility  is  there  that  he  should  subsist — what 
aj/rwri  presimiption  in  the  nature  of  things  against  supposing 
him  to  subsist  in  a  very  diverse  mode  from  that  of  his  creatures, 
eren  in  that  of  one  God  in  three  persons,  or  of  one  divine  being 


CONCLUSION.  61 

in  such  a  modified  and  peculiar  sense,  as  to  include  three  per- 
sons in  such  a  modified  and  peculiar  sense,  that  by  his  tri -person- 
ality he  is  qualified  in  a  corresponding  modified  sense,  for 
three  distinct,  divine  personal  forms  of  phenomenal  action? 
Surely,  in  respect  to  the  constituting  elements  of  that  Being, 
who,  himself  uncaused,  created  mind  and  matter,  men,  angels, 
archangels,  and  all  from  absolute  nothing,  our  feeble  intellect 
may  well  consent  to  be  enlightened  by  a  revelation  from  him- 
self, and  to  bow  in  humble,  grateful  adoration,  before  what  he 
shall  reveal  concerning  his  eternal  Godhead.  What  God  re- 
veals of  himself,  until  it  be  absolutely  known  to  be  self-contra- 
dictory and  impossible  in  the  nature  of  things,  is  credible,  and 
must  be  believed,  or  God  must  be  made  a  liar. 

I  have  thus  attempted  to  show  how  entirely  groundless  and 
unauthorized  is  the  charge  of  contradiction  and  impossibility, 
ever  alleged  and  insisted  on  by  Unitarians,  against  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Trinity.  I  have  said  the  more  on  this  topic,  not 
because  it  would  not  be  suflicient  for  the  Trinitarian  to  meet 
the  gratuitous  charge  with  a  simple  denial,  at  least  until  the 
Unitarian  shall  specify  some  other  contradiction  than  that 
which  he  does  specify,  but  because,  by  a  most  unwarrantable 
assumption  to  which  it  is  necessary  to  give  prominence,  and 
thus  to  call  particular  attention,  he  gives  plausibility  to  this 
charge  in  his  own  mind,  and  often  in  the  minds  of  others. 
This  we  claim  to  have  shown  to  be  entirely  gratuitous,  and 
even  absolutely  forbidden  by  the  laws  of  rational  belief.  It  is 
forbidden  by  these  laws,  even  in  respect  to  a  created  being. 
Man,  though  required  to  believe  what  he  necessarily  conceives 
to  be  true,  and,  though  forbidden  to  believe  any  thing  more, 
for  want  of  evidence  concerning  the  elements  of  his  own  being, 
is  not  required  to  hdieve  that  nothing  more  is  true,  but  is  for- 
hidden  to  heUeve  that  nothing  more  is  or  can  be  true.  To  sup- 
pose otherwise  is  to  suppose  that  man,  in  one  set  of  circum- 
stances may  be  required  not  merely  not  to  believe,  but  to 
disbelieve  that  which,  in  an  another  set  of  circumstances,  may 
be  proved  to  be  true.  If  then,  it  be  gratuitous  and  unauthor- 
ized to  believe  that  nothing  more  is  or  can  be  true  of  the 
elements  of  our  own  being  than  what  is  given  by  mere  phe- 
nomena, how  much  more  so  is  it  to  believe  that  nothing  more 
can  be  true  of  the  elements  of  God's  being  than  is  manifested 
merely  by  his  works  ?    It  is  this  assumption  in  respect  to  God, 
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which  I  consider  the  grand  and  fundamental  error  of  the 
Unitarian  in  all  his  reasoning.  When  this  shall  be  clearly 
seen,  and  not  till  then,  will  it  be  manifest  how  flagrantly 
gratuitous  and  unauthorized,  not  to  say  irreverent,  is  his  charge 
of  contradiction  and  absurdity,  echoed  and  re-echoed  against 
the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity. 


THE   TRINITY. 

III.— NO  PRESUMPTION  AGAINST,  BUT  RATHER  A  PRESUMPTION  FOR 

THE  TRUTH  OF  THE  DOCTRINE. 

So  8iieb  {WMumptton  in  what  mtn  knowi  to  be  trae  of  hlaueli;  nor  in  that  we  Ju4ge  all  other 
beings  beeldM  God  to  be  like  ourselyea  in  this  respect — ^No  presamption  from  divine  revelation ; 
none  firom  the  Unltf  of  Ood.— The  presumption  for  its  trath  is  founded  on  the  tut,  that  God  la 
administering  a  Moral  Government  under  an  economy  of  grace. — ^This  requires  an  Atonement — 
An  Atonement  seems  to  be  most  easily  fhmished  and  explained  on  the  supposition  of  this  mode 
of  the  Divine  subsistence.— Natore  of  the  Atonement  inddentally  explained.— Temporary  mt- 
Ibrings  pmd  death  of  the  Divine-man  a  sufficient  evil 

A  PRESUMPTION,  as  the  term  is  now  used,  may  be  said  to  be 
founded  on  evidence  which  the  mind  is  authorized  to  take^ 
though  of  a  lower  kind  or  degree  than  that  which  is  called 
full  proof.  It  may  rest  in  it  prior  to  the  inquiry  whether  full 
proof  exists  or  not.  Such  a  presumption  may  be  greater  or 
less,  stronger  or  weaker,  at  least  in  two  respects, — either  as 
that  which  furnishes  it  is  sustained  by  more  or  less  evidence, 
or  as  it  is  more  or  less  fitted  to  support  the  proposition  which 
it  is  alleged  to  support.  Of  course,  if  that  which  is  alleged  as 
fiimishing  the  presumption  has  no  existence,  or  if  its  existence 
is  wholly  without  evidence,  or  if  on  the  supposition  of  its  ex- 
istence, it  is  in  no  respect  fitted  to  support  the  proposition,  then 
there  is  no  presumption. 

The  self-contradiction  which  Unitaiians  assert  to  be  involved 
in  the  doctrine,  if  the  allegation  were  true,  would  not  be  a 
presumption  against  the  truth  of  the  doctrine,  but  a  full  and 
unanswerable  proof  of  its  falsehood,  giving  an  impossibility, 
which  absolutely  precludes  all  evidence  of  its  truth. 

But  aside  from  all  consideration  of  this  contradiction,  the 
assertion  of  which  I  claim  to  have  shown  is  wholly  groundless 
and  absolutely  forbidden  by  the  laws  of  reasoning,  there  is  in 
many  minds  a  strong  presumption  against  the  truth  of  the 
doctrine  of  one  God  in  three  persons.  This,  so  far  as  it  exists 
in  the  view  of  those  who  receive  it,  is  doubtless  counteracted 
by  abundant  proof  of  its  truth,  while  probably,  in  the  view  of 
the  Unitarian,  it  is  so  strong  as  to  be  quite  sufficient  to  prove 
that  the  doctrine  is  not  revealed,  and  is  not  true. 

My  present  design  is  to  show — 
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L  That  there  is  no  presnmption  against  the  truth  of  tibe  doc- 
trine of  the  TrinitT,  as  now  explained  ;  and, 

n.  That  there  is  a  5tn:»ng  presnmption  in  favor  of  its  tmth. 

L  There  is  no  presumption  against  the  tmth  of  the  doctrine. 

Anv  presnmption  which  mav  be  asserted  against  its  tmth 
must  be  implied  in  the  d<3ctiine  itself,  or  most  arise  from  what 
the  doctrine  asserts  respecting  the  mode  in  which  one  Grod  or 
one  Divine  Being  subsists ;  or,  respecting  the  constituent  ele- 
ments of  his  being,  when  it  is  said,  in  the  meaning  in  which 
the  language  has  now  been  explained,  that  he  is  one  God  in 
three  persons.  What  then  is  this  doctrine  !  It  is  that  God  is 
one  being  in  such  a  modified  and  extended  sense  of  the  lan- 
guage, as  to  include  three  persons  in  such  a  modified  and  re- 
stricted sense  of  the  terms,  that  he  is  qualified,  in  a  correspond- 
ing restricted  sense,  for  three  distinct  divine  personal  forms  of 
phenomenal  action.  Xow  what  presumption  is  furnished  by 
this  doctrine  against  its  truth  ?  Does  it  assert  that  one  God  is 
three  Gods,  or  that  there  are  more  Gods  than  one  ?  It  admits 
of  no  such  construction,  for  it  expressly  affirms  that  there  is  but 
one  Grod,  and  that  the  three  persons,  (u  persons j  are  not  three 
beings  or  three  Gods.  Does  the  doctrine  then,  exclude  from 
the  conception  of  God  the  ordinary,  necessary  phenomenal 
conception  of  a  being  ?  So  far  from  it,  that  in  asserting  that 
God  is  one  being,  it  includes  this  conception.  Does  the  doc- 
trine then,  include  more  in  the  conception  of  God  as  one  be- 
ing, than  is  comprised  in  the  ordinary,  necessary  phenomenal 
conception  of  a  being  ?  But  allowing  this,  what  presumption 
does  it  afford  against  the  truth  of  the  doctrine  ?  What  shadow 
of  evidence  can  the  mind  of  man  discover,  that  the  eternal,  self- 
existent  Grod  should  not  subsist  in  a  mode  peculiar  to  himself, 
and  quite  diverse  from  that  of  creatures  !  Rather,  what  evi- 
dence can  man  possess  that  nothing  more  enters  into  the  full 
and  true  conception  which  is  formed  by  his  own  infinite  mind 
of  himself,  than  is  comprised  in  the  ordinary,  phenomenal,  and 
very  limited  conception  which  man  forms  of  the  same  being  I 
What  evidence  has  man  or  can  he  have,  that  this  limited  phe- 
nomenal conception  of  his'own  being  comprises  all  that  is  true, 
and  all  that  Grod,  who  made  him,  conceives  and  knows  to  be 
true  ?  K  there  is  nothing  like  evidence  to  his  mind  that  more 
is  not,  in  this  respect,  trae  of  himself,  what  presumption  can 
there  be  that  more  is  not  true  of  the  self-existent  Grod,  even 
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that  which  constitutes  three  persons  in  one  God  ?  More  par- 
ticularly, is  any  presumption  against  it  furnished  by  either  rea- 
son or  revelation?  Not  by  reason.  Reason  indeed,  gives 
what  I  have  called  the  ordinary  phenomenal  conception  of  a 
being — the  conception  of  one  substance  and  one  phenomenal 
nature,  and  of  nothing  more.  Here  obviously,  is  the  radical 
error  of  those  who  suppose  that  there  is  some  reasonable  pre- 
sumption against  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity.  They  confidently 
but  falsely  assume,  that  because,  when  they  have  formed  the 
ordinary  conception  of  a  being  from  phenomena  merely,  nothing 
more  can  be  rationally  believed  to  be  true  on  this  ground  than 
what  is  included  in  the  phenomenal  conception,  they  are  au- 
thorized to  believe  that  nothing  more  is  true.  Whereas  they 
are,  by  the  laws  of  reasoning,  absolutely  forbidden  in  such  a 
case  to  believe  that  nothing  more  is  true,  there  being  not  the 
faintest  shade  of  evidence  that  something  more  than  is  proved 
to  be  true  by  phenomena,  is  not  true.  Wi^at  right  does  reason 
or  logic  give  to  any  man  to  believe,  or  even  to  surmise,  that 
his  conception  of  the  nature  of  any  being  is  the  exact  limit  and 
measure  of  all  that  is  true  ? 

But  it  may  here  be  asked,  Is  not  this  phenomenal  conception 
a  true  one,  fully  authorized  and  even  required  by  reason  and 
evidence,  when  formed  of  every  other  being  but  God  ?  and  is 
there  not  also  some  presumption  arising  from  this  fact,  that  it 
is  also  a  true  conception  of  God  as  a  being  ?  I  answer,  unde- 
niably. But  the  question  is  not,  whether  this  is  a  true  con- 
ception of  God  and  of  every  other  being,  nor  whether  there  is 
not  a  presumption  that  it  is  a  true  conception,  for  there  is  the 
most  decisive  proof  that  it  is ;  but  does  this  true  conception 
comprise  all  that  is  true,  either  of  God  as  a  being,  or  of  any 
other  being  as  a  being  ?  Is  it  said  that  every  man  knows  in 
respect  to  himself,  that  he  is  what,  in  this  phenomenal  con- 
ception, he  conceives  himself  to  be  ?  and  that  if  more  entered 
into  the  constitution  of  his  being  than  what  he  thus  conceives 
to  be  true,  he  would  know  that  also  ?  I  answer,  that  nothing 
is  plainer,  than  that  if  more  pertained  to  his  constitution  as  a 
being  than  he  now  conceives,  he  could  not,  if  the  phenomena 
of  his  mind  being  in  his  own  consciousness  exactly  what  they 
now  are,  know  that  any  thing  more  pertained  to  it  than  he  now 
conceives.  Is  it  then  said,  that  if  more  were  true  than  is  in- 
volved in  his  present  conception,  the  phenomena  of  the  mind 
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would  indicate  the  fact  ?  I  answer,  this  is  gratuitously  said. 
Who  can  adduce  the  slightest  evidence  to  show,  that  he  who 
has  made  any  three  men,  cannot,  by  a  common  substance,  so 
unite  them,  that  they  shall  be  even  more  properly  said  to  be 
one  being  than  three  beings,  and  yet  the  mental  operations  and 
phenomena  of  each  be  exactly  in  the  consciousness  of  each, 
what  they  now  are  ?  Ko  such  evidence  can  be  adduced,  and 
when  there  is  no  evidence  there  is  no  presumption.  The  error 
then  is  palpable.  There  is  no  presumption  furnished  by  the 
phenomenal  conception  either  of  God  or  any  being,  and  there- 
fore none  furnished  by  reason,  that  God  is  not  one  being  in 
three  persons. 

Further,  no  presumption  against  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity 
is  furnished  by  divine  revelation.  The  only  one  which  can  be 
supposed,  must  arise  from  the  assumption,  that  the  sacred  wri- 
ters, when  they  speak — as  they  confessedly  do — of  God  as  a 
divine  being,  or  as  one  divirie  being,  mean  that  he  is  a  hei^ig  in 
the  ordinary  or  tmial  sense  of  the  word.  On  this  ground  if  on 
any,  a  presumption  must  be  supposed  against  his  tri-personality. 

On  this  topic  it  is  easy  for  the  mind  to  mislead  itself  by  in- 
definite conceptions  and  language.  Different  views  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  sacred  writers  use  language  may  be  en- 
tertained, any  one  of  wliich  may  seem  to  authorize  the  pre- 
sumption concerning  which  we  now  inquire.  Some  of  these 
different  views  I  propose  to  examine. 

It  may  be  said  then,  that  the  sacred  writers  in  all  cases 
when  they  speak  of  God,  mean  that  he  is  a  being  in  the  ustuil 
sense  of  the  word,  and  that  this  fact,  considered  in  itself,  fur- 
nishes a  presumption  that  they  do  not  speak  of  him  as  a  being 
in  any  further  meaning.  It  is  readily  admitted,  and  fully  be- 
lieved, that  whenever  they  speak  of  God,  they  mean  that  he  is 
a  being  in  at  least  the  full,  ordinary,  or  usnul  meaning  of  the 
word.  But  this,  considered  simply  in  itself,  by  no  means 
proves  that  they  do  not,  at  the  same  time  and  in  all  case-, 
conceive  of  and  use  the  word  being  in  more  than  its  ordinary 
import.  That  it  may  be  warrantably  said  that  they  do  not  u^e 
the  language  in  a  more  extended  meaning  there  must  be  tvi- 
dence  that  they  do  not ;  for  it  is  supposable  that  there  should 
be  evidence  to  the  contrary,  and  if  it  exists,  then  there  is  no 
evidence,  or  presurription  even,  that  they  do  not  use  the  lan- 
guage in  a  further  meaning  than  its  usual  one.    K  it  does  not^ 
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then  the  evidence  that  they  mean  that  Ood  is  a  being  in  the 
ordinary  nse  of  the  word,  is  all  the  evidence  in  the  case.  But 
this  is  simply  evidence  that  they  mean  to  say  that  God  is  a 
being  in  nothing  more  nor  less  than  the  usual  meaning  of  the 
word.  Indeed,  without  a  revelation,  asserting  or  evincing  in 
some  way  the  fact  that  God  is  not  a  being  in  a  further  than 
the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  word,  the  sacred  writers  could 
have  no  warrant  to  mean  that  he  is  not^  because  they  could 
have  no  evidence  that  he  is  not.  The  utter  want  of  evidence 
of  the  fact  is  not  the  slightest  proof  against  it.  It  is  not  so  in 
respect  to  any  supposed  fact,  except  when  evidence  of  the  fact 
exists  with  it.  But  it  will  not  be  pretended  that,  if  God  as  a 
being  is  something  more  than  is  involved  in  the  icsiuil  meaning 
of  the  word,  he  would  certainly  furnish  evidence  of  the'  fact. 
That  tlie  sacred  writers  then,  according  to  the  present  sup- 
position, speak  of  God  as  a  being^  in  at  least  the  usual  meaning 
of  the  word,  does  not  furnish  the  slightest  jpresumption  that 
they  do  not^  in  every  such  instance,  conceive  and  speak,  and 
intend  to  be  understood  as  speaking  of  him  as  a  being  in  a 
further  than  the  ordinary  sense,  even  as  one  being  in  three 
persons.  To  illustrate  by  an  example  :  should  one  affirm  that 
God  is  a  being,  or  one  being,  in  a  case  in  which  nothing  more 
can  be  known  or  reasonably  conjectured  concerning  his  par- 
ticular opinion,  his  assertion  ought  to  be  understood  to  mean 
that  God  is  a  being  in  the  tmial  sense  of  the  word,  and  nothing 
more.  This  is  all  that  the  language,  thus  considered  in  itself 
merely,  can  be  justly  said  to  express.  In  tliis  meaning  how- 
ever, it  furnishes  not  the  slightest  evidence  that  the  conception 
of  the  speaker  concerning  the  being  of  God,  is  that  of  the 
Unitarian,  nor  that  of  the  Trinitarian,  nor  that  it  is  the  particu- 
lar conception  of  either.  If  now  we  suppose  the  speaker,  in 
connection  with  the  supposed  assertion,  to  be  known  as  a 
Unitarian,  then  he  is  justly  understood  to  mean,  not  only  that 
God  is  a  being  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word,  but  also  that 
he  is  not  a  being  in  any  further  meaning,  or  at  least  in  that 
which  the  Ti-initarian  maintains.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
speaker  is  known  as  a  Trinitarian,  then  he  is  justly  understood 
to  mean  that  God  is  a  being  not  only  in  the  full,  usual  sense, 
but  in  a  still  further  meaning  of  the  word.  Until  some  evi- 
dence besides  the  supposed  assertion  be  adduced,  that  the 

speaker  means  to  say  that  God  is  not  a  being  in  any  further 
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than  the  usual  acceptation  of  the  word,  there  can  be  no  war- 
rant for  asserting  that  he  does  mean  to  say  this.  It  is  to  assert 
that  to  be  true  of  which  there  is  no  evidence,  and  when  it  is  as 
likely  to  be  false  as  to  be  true,  there  being  no  evidence  or  pre- 
sumption either  way.  Let  the  Unitarian  and  all  others  see,  in 
this  view,  the  palpable  injustice  which  would  be  done  to  the 
supposed  speaker,  were  he  a  Trinitarian,  by  this  interpretation 
of  his  language,  and  be  sure  to  avoid  the  same  injustice  toward 
the  sacred  writers. 

Again :  it  may  be  said  that  the  sacred  writers,  by  the  lan- 
guage which  they  use  in  some  cases,  clearly  mean  that  God  is 
ei  hting  in  the  usual  meaning  of  the  word,  without  giving  in 
those  cases  the  least  supposable  intimation  that  he  is  a  being 
in  any  extended  meaning;  and  that  hence  a  presumption 
arises,  that  they  in  no  case  speak  of  him  as  a  being  in  any 
such.  For  the  sake  of  the  argument  let  it  be  admitted  that,  in 
tho^  earlier  periods  of  divine  revelation,  when  the  great  design 
was  to  deny  and  subvert  polytheisnu  that  the  sacred  writers 
spoke  of  God  as  a  being,  or  as  one  being  only  in  the  ordinary 
nse  of  the  language,  and  without  giving  the  least  intimation 
that  he  is  a  Wing  in  any  further  meaning.  Bat  if  this  be  ad- 
mitred,  it  furnishes  no  presumption  against  a  further  use  of  the 
same  language,  sustained  by  abundant  proof,  in  some  subse- 
quent revelation.  Goii,  in  his  wisdom  and  goodness,  has  given 
to  this  world  a  prv^gressive  revelation.  It  is  qnite  snpposable 
therefore,  that  the  only  authorized  conception  of  God  in  the 
time  of  Abraham  and  of  Moses,  was  more  limited  than  in  the 
time  of  the  later  prv^phets,  and  in  the  time  of  the  latter  than  in 
the  lime  of  Christ  and  of  his  a^Kistlegw  If  this  were  so,  the 
word  Gixl^  as  denoting  the  Divine  Being,  would  acquire  a 
further  or  more  extended  meaning  as  the  conception  and 
kmikwledge  of  him  should  be  extended.  This  is  unavoidably 
true  of  all  words  in  anak>gous  cases^  The  time  was  when  gold 
was  n\>t  known  to  be  s^^IuMe  in  aqua  r^a,  nor  common  air  to 
be  heavy.  Sulxsequent  to  such  knowledge,  and  as  its  nece^saiy 
cocisequenc^,  tliese  wocvis  acquired  a  further  meaning  than 
what  diey  had  belX^re.  lu  like  manner,  it  is  altogether  credible, 
that  when  the  time  arriveil  tv>  iiutVJd  in  its  full  and  final  form 
th^  gr^at  work  i>f  thi^  world's  nedemptkxo,  God  should  more 
fully  ivv\etid  than  b<&>r^  that  grand  peculiarity  ot"  the  mode  of 
hk  sat!i»fisleiice„  ou  which  this  work,  in  its  provisjoos  for  de- 
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liverance  from  the  penalty  and  power  of  sin,  is  supposed  by 
Bome  to  depend.  And,  on  this  supposition,  what  possible  pre- 
sumption could  arise  from  speaking  of  God  as  a  being,  or  as 
any  being,  only  in  the  usual  meaning  of  the  word,  dimng  the 
period  of  a  less  perfect  revelation,  against  conceiving  and 
speaking  of  him  in  a  further  meaning  of  the  language,  under  a 
fuller  revelation,  and  with  further  knowledge  of  the  mode  of 
his  subsistence  ?  What  possible  presumption  could  be  created 
by  speaking  of  God  as  a  being  in  the  visual  meaning  of  the 
word,  that  nothing  more  was  or  could  be  true  of  him  than  what 
is  involved  in  this  limited  conception  ?  Who  that  knows  how 
to  estimate  evidence,  will  say  that  a  subsequent  revelation  of  a 
further  meaning  had  to  encounter  the  least  presumption  against 
its  truth,  or  that  God  could  not  announce  a  certain  degree  of 
truth  concerning  himself,  and  subsequently  announce  more, 
without,  by  the  latter  annunciation,  contradicting  a  belief  which 
he  had  before  authorized,  and  even  required.  The  mere  sup- 
position that  God,  for  highly  important  ends,  might  in  his  later 
revelations  increase  the  knowledge  of  his  mode  of  subsistence, 
precludes  every  presumption  against  the  fact,  arising  from  the 
prior  limitation  of  such  knowledge. 

Is  it  then  afl&rmed,  that  the  sacred  writers  when  they  speak 
of  God,  mean  in  aU  cases  that  he  is  a  being  in  the  mml^  sense 
of  the  word,  without  deciding  or  intimating  either  that  he  is, 
or  that  he  is  not,  a  being  in  any  that  is  more  extended ;  and 
that  hence  a  presumption  arises,  that  God  is  not  a  being  in  any 
further  meaning  than  the  usual  one  ?  This  view  of  the  language 
of  the  sacred  writers  presents  the  strongest  case  in  regard  to 
the  question  under  consideration,  which  can  be  supposed  with 
any  plausibility.  There  can  however,  be  no  pretense  that  they 
have  by  any  logical  definition,  or  by  any  philosophical  explana- 
tion, in  respect  to  his  substance  and  properties,  or  essence  and 
attributes,  shut  oflf  all  further  conception  of  him  as  a  being 
than  what  is  included  in  the  usual  meaning  of  the  word.  For 
any  distinct,  accurately  defined,  philosophic  import  of  their 
language  on  this  subject,  we  shall  look  in  vain  to  their  writings. 
The  most  that  can  be  pretended  is,  that  they  speak  of  God  as 
a  being,  or  as  one  being,  in  the  usual  sense  of  the  word,  with- 
out deciding  or  intimating  that  more  is  true,  or  that  more  is 
not  true.  Let  it  then  be  supposed,  that  such  is  the  manner  in 
which  the  sacred  writers  in  all  cases  speak  of  God.     On  this 
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fciip'f<^:d*>Ti.  I  neaiiilT  admit  thmx  nething  more  than  wliat  is 
iiiclnded  :n  dbis  oniinanr  coDcepd<>Q  of  m  being  can  be  proTed 
frim  the  ScHptnres  to  be  true  of  God;  and  that  of  coarse  no 
one  cas  t^e  andiorized  to  believe  or  assert  that  m<Mre  is  tme ; 
or  du:  & jd  is  one  being  in  three  persons.  But  it  is  eqnally 
obvions  that  thene  is  in  this  case  no  evidence  nor  presnmptioD 
that  nodiing  mon^  is  tme  of  Gx'd  than  what  is  comprised  in  the 
merelv  oniinarr  phenomenal  cocception  of  a  being.  There  is 
a  p«I^^i!e  •iifierence  r«enreea  n*?  evidence,  or  the  ntter  want  of 
evidence  that  a  thin^  isw  and  evidence  that  it  is  noi.  Who 
then  that  pretends  to  neas'>n  can  sav,  that  the  ntter  want  rf 
evi«ience  :h^:  G*>1,  as  a  being,  is  anv  thing  more  than  is  com- 
prised in  tiie  •/^j-j?  mtaning  .•:  the  word,  is  evidence  even  of 
the  lowest  kind,  that  he  is  n->:  any  thing  more,  even  one  being 
in  dirv^e  p^irj-'^ns  !  Admitting  the  ntmoist  that  can  be  supposed 
with  the  lerist  p;a':i>ib:Iity,  in  respect  to  the  langnage  rf  reve- 
lan«>n  o:^nc^m:ng  G'>d,  ther^  is  n*>t  fri>m  this  sonrce  the  slight- 
est pnesuni:  "ion  ajTiins:  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinitv. 

But  another  thing  is  here  to  be  said.  To  assume  what  k 
now  snpp:»5ed  in  r^sjvct  to  the  langtiage  of  revelation,  is,  in  tibe 
p»resent  stage  of  in.^uiry,  wiioilv  gratnitons  and  forbidden  by 
the  laws  of  fair  reasoning.  No  one  can  be  anthorized  to 
aastiHie  :h:i:  the  sacred  wrirers  always  speak  of  God  in  merd^ 
tft€  •i'fr*j,ji  meaning  of  the  word  ^st/jw,  until  the  question  be  first 
decided  on  independent  grv^nnds^  whether  they  do  not  con- 
ceive and  sj^Mtk  <*{  Him  in  a  mor>e  extended  meaning  of  thfl 
word,  even  as  one  being  in  ;hi>?e  per5.>ns.  To  assume  that  this 
is  not  s-:^  nnti!  the  contrarv  is  shown  to  be  tme  on  its  own  in- 
def«endent  grcnnds  of  argiinjent,  is  to  beg  a  main  question  in 
debate.  It  is  to  as^nme  that  the  doctrine  of  ihe  Trinitr  is  not 
reveale>i  in  the  Sorii^mres^  and  that  of  course  there  is  no  suffi- 
cient  wariTint  to  believe  it.  He  who  asserts  that  the  Scriptures 
do  not  reveal  this  d-x*trine,  is  K>und  to  prv^ve  it.  Does  he  say 
no  man  can  prove  a  negative  prv^position  i  If  so,  then  he  is 
forbidden  to  assert  that  it  is  a  tme  pn>position.  Besides,  if 
therie  is  n  >  evidence  fn>m  the  Soriptunes  that  the  doctrine  is 
trae,  then  we  are  K^rind  simply  not  to  believe,  or  forbidden  to 
l-e-eve,  that  it  is  tme.  But  this  is  not  being  bound  to  believe 
that  it  is  fi<^  true.  Besides^  the  question  here  is  not  whether 
the  Scrijvttir>e$  d.>  or  do  not  neveal  God  as  one  being  in  three 
persons ;  but  i:  is  whether  there  is  tJxj  jmjtumjptiom — any  low 
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degree  of  evidence  from  the  Scriptures,  that  God  is  not  one 
being  in  three  persons,  prior  to  the  inquiry  whether  there  is  or 
is  notfttU  proof  from  the  Scriptures  that  he  is  such  a  being. 
Without  then,  assuming  what  cannot  be  done  without  gross 
unfairness  in  the  argument,  that  the  Scriptures  always  speak  of 
God  as  a  being  in  merely  the  usual  sense  of  the  word,  the  only 
fact  in  the  Scriptures  which  can  be  supposed  to  furnish  a  pre- 
sumption against  the  tri-personality  of  God  is,  that  they  speak 
of  him  in  some  instances  in  the  u&ual  sense  of  the  word  being; 
a  fact  quite  consistent  with  their  speaking  of  him  in  other  in- 
stances as  a  being  in  a  further  meaning,  even  as  one  God  in 
three  persons.  The  only  supposable  fact  in  the  case  cannot 
therefore  furnish  the  least  evidence  or  presumption  that  God  is 
not  such  a  being,  nor  that  the  Scriptures  do  not  speak  of  him 
as  such. 

From  what  has  now  been  said,  it  follows  that  there  is  no  pre- 
sumption^  either  from  reason  or  revelation,  that  God  is  not  a 
being  in  a  more  extended  than  the  usual  meaning  of  the  word, 
even  in  any  which  involves  no  contradiction,  and  therefore  that 
he  is  not  one  being  in  three  persons.  So  far  from  there  being 
any  such  presumption,  the  supposition  of  it  must  result  solely 
from  fdlseiy  asstmimg^  that  when  there  is  not  a  particle  of  evi- 
dence either  that  a  thing  is  or  that  U  is  not,  there  is  evidence 
that  it  is  not  in  the  fact  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  it  is. 

The  Unitarian,  supposing  him  as  I  now  do,  to  abandon  the 
charge  of  self-contradiction  as  involved  in  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity,  would,  as  I  have  said,  probably  consider  the  presump- 
tion against  it  arising  from  what  he  calls  the  Unity  of  God,  so 
violent  as  to  authorize  the  most  confident  hdief  that  the  doc- 
trine is  not  true.  I  eAj  probably ;  for  who  does  not  know  that 
the  Unitarians  constantly  deny  the  true  reading  and  Orthodox 
interpretation  of  Trinitarian  texts  chiefly,  and  often  solely  on 
the  ground  of  what  they  call  the  Unity  of  God  ?  I  suppose  this 
fact  will  be  admitted,  at  least  to  a  great  extent ;  and  if  it  be 
so,  I  ask  how  is  it  possible  that  a  Unitarian  persuades  himself 
that  there  is  such  a  strong  presumption  from  the  Unity  of  God 
against  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity?  I  admit  indeed,  that  the 
simple  fact  that  God  is  a  being  in  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the 
word,  furnishes  no  evidence  nor  the  least  presumption  that  he 
is  one  being  in  three  persons.  But  how  does  this  simple  fact 
fiimish,  in  the  view  of  the  Unitaiian,  the  strong  presumption 
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that  God  as  a  being  is  not  something  more,  even  one  being  in 
three  persons  ?  Evidence  or  proof  both  from  reason  and  rev- 
elation merely  to  the  simple  fact  that  God  is  one  being  in  the 
vsital  meaning  of  the  word,  is  evidence  or  proof  of  the  simple 
fact,  and  of  nothing  more.  How  then,  can  the  Unitarian  re- 
gard it  as  evidence  that  God  is  not  a  being,  or  one  being  in 
three  persons?  How  is  this  possible,  except  that  he  falsely 
assumes  that  the  utter  want  of  evidence  which  requires  us  not 
to  believe  that  a  thing  is,  is  equivalent  to  evidence  which  re- 
quires us  to  believe  that  the  thing  is  not?  Plainly,  it  is  by  this 
error  in  estimating  evidence  that  he  finds  this  strong  presump- 
tion against  the  doctrine  of  th^  Trinity.  Hence,  with  the  false- 
hood of  the  doctrine  confidently  settled  and  assumed  before- 
hand, he  goes  without  one  misgiving  to  the  work  of  amending 
and  interpreting  the  sacred  text.  Wliat  a  basis  is  this  for  a 
Christian's  faith ! — that  tJve  titter  want  of  all  evidence  from  ths 
Unity  of  God  for  the  tn-personality  of  God^  is  decisive  proof 
that  God  i^  not  tA-personal ! 

If  the  Unitarian  denies  that  this  most  unwarrantable  assump- 
tion is  the  first  and  main  premise  of  his  best  argument  for  the 
falsehood  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  then  I  ask  him  either 
to  admit  that  no  presumption  against  it  arises  from  the  do<>- 
trine  of  the  divine  Unity,  or  to  show  how  such  a  one  can  arise 
from  this  doctrine,  except  it  depend  on  the  specified  assump- 
tion. Dislodged,  as  I  have  a  right  to  assume  that  he  is,  from 
his  position  that  the  doctrine  of  tlie  Trinity  is  self-conti*adic- 
tory,  if  he  admits  that  there  is  no  presumption  against  its  troth 
arising  from  the  divine  Unity,  then  he  must  admit  that  the 
doctrine  of  one  God  who  is  tri-pereonal,  is  as  credible  as  the 
doctrine  of  one  God  who  is  not  tri-personal.  With  this  admis- 
sion, with  what  success  will  he  oppose  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity,  or  assail  the  scriptural  arguments  alleged  in  its  sup- 
port ?  If,  on  the  other  hand,  he  still  maintains  that  this  strong 
presumption  from  the  divine  Unity  exists  against  the  doctrine 
of  the  Trinity,  then  I  repeat  the  challenge,  and  call  on  him  to 
show  how  this  presumption  can  arise,  except  from  the  mon- 
strous assumption,  that  the  utter  want  of  evidence  from  the 
divine  Unity  that  God  is  tri-personal,  is  decisive  evidence  that 
he  is  not  tri-personal. 

I  have  dwelt  longer  on  this  topic  than  the  mere  exigency  of 
the  argument  requires,  because  it  is  difficult  in  many  cases  to 
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hold  the  mind  to  the  precise  point  at  issue.  In  such  cases 
there  is  a  great  want  of  reflection,  resuhing  in  indefinite  and 
confused  or  rather  vacillating  ideas  of  the  subject,  by  which 
the  mind  at  most  attains  only  a  cloudy  conception  of  something 
very  like  a  Trinity  of  persons,  and  very  nearly  as  incredible. 
To  secure  the  mind  from  this  vague  and  necessarily  false  mode 
of  conceiving  of  this  momentous  subject,  by  giving  precision  to 
the  conception  of  one  God  in  three  persons,  by  directing  atten- 
tion steadily  to  the  import  of  the  terms  employed  in  stating  the 
doctrine,  and  particularly  by  an  examination  of  every  plausi- 
ble ground  of  a  presumption  against  the  truth  of  it,  I  have 
attempted  to  show  that  no  such  groimd  does  or  can  exist,  and 
that  any  and  all  such  must  depend  on  the  false  aasurriptionj 
that  the  utter  want  of  evidence  from  the  divine  Unity  that  God 
18  tri-personal,  is  proof  that  he  is  not  tri-personal ;  or,  in  the 
form  of  a  general  principle,  that  the  utter  want  of  evidence  that 
a  thing  is,  is  proof  that  it  is  notj  which  is  a  palpable  absurdity. 
There  was  a  time  when  man  was  ignorant  that  the  loadstone 
had  the  power  of  attraction,  and  another  and  later  time  when 
there  was  no  knowledge  of  its  attribute  of  polarity ;  but  who 
will  say  that  this  want  of  evidence  of  these  properties  of  the 
loadstone  was  evidence  that  it  did  not  possess  them  ?  It  is  ob- 
vious that,  on  the  principle  of  the  Unitarian,  our  knowledge  of 
God,  supposing  it  to  be  limited  and  'inadequate  at  one  time, 
could  never  be  extended  or  enlarged,  even  by  a  revelation 
from  himself. 

I  only  add,  that  it  were  enough  to  say  that  such  are  the 
greatness  and  incomprehensibleness  of  God,  as  to  remove  every 
presumption  that  he  is  not  a  being  in  a  more  extended  sense 
than  the  ttsiud  meaning  of  the  word, — ^a  being  in  a  mode  of  sub- 
sistence quite  diverse  from  that  of  any  of  his  creatures, — even 
one  being  in  three  persons.  For  who  that  asks  what  God  is  as 
a  ieing, — who  that  in  the  attitude  of  this  inquiry  ventures  to 
look  up  to  such  greatness  and  glory, — shall  be  incredulous  in 
respect  to  any  discovery  which  such  a  being  can  make  of  him- 
self by  his  own  revelation?  Who  that  comes  to  the  living' 
oracles  or  consults  his  own  reason,  and  so  finds  that  the  God  of 
eternity  is  one  being,  shall  hence  decide  or  even  presume  that 
lie  is  not  one  being  in  that  peculiarly  sublime  and  august  mode 
of  subsistence  which  qualifies  him,  in  each  of  three  distinct 
divine  and  personal  forms  of  action,  to  express  his  whole  Deity ! 
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I  now  proceed  to  show — 


n.  That  there  is  a  presumption  for  the  truth  of  the  doctrine, 
that  God  is  one  being  in  three  persons. 

The  facts  from  which  this  presumption  is  supposed  to  arise, 
may  be  summarily  comprised  in  these : — that  God  is  adminis- 
tering a  perfect  Moral  Government  over  men  under  an  econ- 
omy of  grace,  with  the  design  to  reform,  to  pai'don  and  reward 
sinful  beings ;  that  the  accomplishment  of  this  design  renders 
necessary  the  two  great  provisions  of  an  adequate  Atonement 
for  sin  and  an  adequate  reclaiming  influence  from  its  power ; 
and  that  the  mode  of  divine  subsistence  in  the  Ti*inity  fur 
nishes  the  most,  if  not  the  only  satisfactory  explanation  of  the 
adequacy  of  these  provisions,  which  by  the  human  mind  is 
conceivable.  With  these  things  in  view,  it  is  now  maintained 
that  a  presumption  arises  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  is 
true. 

It  is  diflSicult  however,  to  present  to  the  apprehension  oi 
many  minds  the  reality  and  intrinsic  force  of  this  presumption. 
The  Moral  Government  of  God  over  this  world,  as  a  part  ot 
natural  theology,  has  been  but  imperfectly  unfolded,  or  rather 
I  may  say,  in  its  nature  and  fundamental  principles,  has 
scarcely  been  made  a  subject  of  investigation.  Hence  compar- 
atively few  minds,  even  among  those  which  in  many  respects 
are  well  versed  in  theology,  have  formed  any  adequate  views 
of  the  facts  from  which  arises  a  presumption  for  the  truth  of 
the  doctrine  of  a  triune  God,  while  by  others,  and  especially 
by  our  Unitarian  opponents,  these  facts,  at  least  so  far  as  they 
are  supposed  to  furnish  the  presumption  now  maintained,  are 
altogether  denied.  It  is  difficult  therefore,  not  to  say  impossi- 
ble, without  a  prolonged  and  labored  discussion  of  the  nature 
of  God's  Moral  Government  and  of  the  principles  of  its  admin- 
istration under  a  system  of  grace — and  thus  turning  aside  too 
far  from  our  present  main  design — ^to  exhibit  to  the  apprehen- 
sion of  many,  especially  of  Unitarians,  the  grounds  of  the  pre- 
sumption which  is  now  maintained.  All  therefore  which  I 
now  propose,  is  a  brief  recapitulation  of  some  facts  and  princi- 
ples which  I  have  already  attempted  to  establish,  respecting 
God's  Moral  Government  over  men.  I  shall  also  confine  myself 
chiefly  to  showing  a  presumption  for  the  distinct  divine  per- 
sonality of  the  Son. 

That  we  may  better  appreciate  the  kind  of  evidence  which,  it 
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is  claimed,  exists  in  the  present  case,  let  us  look  at  some  exam- 
ples in  which  it  presents  itself  in  a  more  familiar  aspect. 

Suppose  then,  that  one  who  has  long  and  in  vain  employed 
his  invention  on  the  construction  of  a  watch,  abandons  the  at- 
tempt in  despair,  being  thwarted  in  his  design  by  an  utter  ina- 
bility to  devise  any  expedient  by  which  to  adjust  the  relations 
of  the  spring  and  the  balance-wheel.  Suppose  now,  that  he  is 
informed  that  another  has  devised  an  expedient  by  which  the 
difficulty  which  he  encountered  is  surmounted,  and  has  actually 
produced  a  watch  of  the  most  perfect  structure.  He  naturally 
inquires  how  the  difficulty,  which  appeared  to  him  wholly  in- 
surmountable, had  been  overcome.  His  informant,  without 
being  able  to  answer  the  inquiry  in  respect  to  the  method  ac- 
tually adopted,  merely  describes  one  which  had  been  suggested 
to  him  by  the  maker  of  the  watch,  as  a  possible  method  which 
would  be  fully  adequate  to  the  purpose.  This  possible  and 
perfect  method  of  attaining  the  object  carries  with  it  its  own 
evidence  to  the  mind  of  the  inquirer,  and  he  no  sooner  appre- 
hends its  adaptation  and  adequacy  to  the  end,  than  he  regards 
it  as  affording  a  strong  presumption  that  it  is  the  very  expe- 
dient by  which  the  successful  watchmaker  has  given  perfection 
to  the  watch. 

The  same  thing  might  be  illustrated  in  cases  innumerable. 
The  principle  is,  that  when  we  know  another  has  accomplished 
an  object  or  end,  then,  so  far  as  we  have  evidence  that  there  is 
one  and  only  one  expedient  or  means  by  which  that  object  or 
end  could  be  accomplished,  so  far  we  conclude,  or  at  least,  as 
the  case  may  be,  presume,  that  he  adopted  that  expedient  or 
means. 

But  is  this  principle  as  applicable  to  the  doings  of  God  as  to 
the  doings  of  men  ?  Let  us  see.  Suppose  then,  that  one  were 
well  assured  that  God  has  given  a  revelation  to  this  world,  who 
as  yet  has  never  seen  the  Bible  and  knows  nothing  of  its  con- 
tents. Suppose  now,  he  accidentally  opens  a  book,  and  with- 
out a  suspicion  that  it  claims  to  be  a  revelation,  reads  the  law 
promulged,  the  moral  precepts  inculcated,  and  the  plan  of 
divine  mercy  unfolded  in  the  book  which  we  call  the  Bible ; 
that  he  closes  the  book  and  never  sees  it  again  nor  learns  any 
thing  more  of  its  contents  ; — could  he  now  reflect  on  what  he 
had  read,  and  especially,  with  a  knowledge  of  tJie  end  to  be 

attained  by  a  divine  revelation,  could  he  reflect  on  what  he 
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liad  read  in  its  adaptation  to  accomplish  that  end,  without  re- 
garding it  as  affording  a  strong  presumption  that  this  is  the 
book  wliieh  contains  God's  revelation  to  man  ?  Let  us  take 
another  example.  It  has  often  been  said  that  there  is  a  strong 
presumpiion,  arising  from  the  regularity  of  nature's  laws, 
against  miracles, — even  a  presumption  too  strong  to  be  over- 
come by  testimony  to  their  reality.  Now  let  it  be  admitted 
that  there  is  this  presumption  against  a  miracle,  when  alleged 
as  a  simple  insulated  fact,  without  any  connection  with  or  rela- 
tion to  any  other  fact  worthy  of  such  divine  interposition.  But 
how  is  it  wlien  the  miracle  is  alleged  as  the  seal  of  God's  tes- 
timony,— God's  own  proof  of  his  own  revelation  given  to  a  lost 
world  to  accom})li8h  his  cliief  design  toward  it,  the  design  of 
his  mercy  ?  And  especially  how  is  it,  when  that,  system  of 
truth,  clainiiug  to  be  his  revelation,  is  once  understood — the 
necessity  of  it  to  the  end  for  which  it  is  given,  seen  and  ad- 
mitted, and  the  obstacles  to  its  reception  on  the  part  of  those 
to  whom  it  is  given,  duly  appreciated  ?  Does  not  all  depend 
on  its  having,  and  being  received  as  having,  God's  authority  f 
Is  tliere  then,  the  shadow  of  a  presumption,  that  God  would 
not  work  miracles  in  attestation  of  the  divine  origin  of  such  a 
system  of  truth?  Surely,  here  is  an  object  worthy  of  God's 
miraculous  interposition.  Miracles  are  his  own  peculiar  signa- 
ture' and  seal, — a  manifestation  of  himself  which  cannot  be  mia- 
taken.  Miracles,  so  far  as  the  human  mind  can  conceive,  are 
alone  fitted  to  accomplish  the  end  for  which  they  are  alleged 
to  be  wrought.  Nor  can  any  mind  understand  and  appreciate 
the  end  to  be  accomplished  by  miracles,  their  adaptation  to 
the  end,  and,  so  far  as  the  human  mind  can  see,  their  necessity 
for  its  accomplishment,  without  admitting  that  every  presump- 
tion against  the  miracles  of  Christianity  is  removed,  and  that  a 
strong  presumption  is  furnished  of  their  reality. 

In  like  manner,  assuming  the  fact  that  Christ  has  made  a 
complete  Atonement  for  sin,  it  is  now  maintained,  that,  as  on 
the  supposition  of  his  divine  personality,  and  on  this  supposition 
only,  his  Atonement  is  seen,  and  can  be  seen,  in  its  complete 
adaptation  and  adequacy  to  its  end,  a  presumption  arisee,  that 
he  is  a  divine  person  in  the  Godhead.  By  this  I  do  not  meaa 
to  imply  that  the  human  mind  would  ever,  of  itself,  have 
originated  the  conception  of  the  distinct  divine  personality  of 
Christ ;  but  I  mean  to  say,  that  with  this  conception  in  the 
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mind,  be  its  origin  what  it  may,  and  with  the  fact  of  an  Atone- 
ment admitted,  a  complete  adaptation  and  adequacy  in  the 
Atonement  to  its  end  is  seen,  which,  without  this  conception, 
cannot  be  seen  by  the  human  mind,  and  that  hence  arises  a 
presumption  of  the  truth  of  this  conception.  To  explain  still 
further.  Assuming  the  fact,  and  the  necessity  of  an  Atonement 
to  the  forgiveness  of  sin  under  the  Moral  Government  of  God, 
the  human  mind,  once  possessed  of  adequate  views  of  this  ne- 
cessity, or  of  the  obstacles  to  be  surmounted  that  sin  may  be 
forgiven,  finds  itself  utterly  unable  to  devise  or  even  to  conjec- 
ture, under  the  light  of  nature,  or  without  a  revelation,  any 
expedient  adequate  to  this  great  exigency.  How  %liaR  sinfvl 
man  he  just  with  God^  is  not  only  one  of  the  most  momentous 
of  all  problems,  but  one  of  the  most  intractable  to  all  solution 
by  the  human  mind.  Man  might  know  the  fact  of  an  Atone- 
ment, he  might  have  full  assurance  of  its  adequacy  as  a  ground 
of  forgiveness,  from  the  divine  declaration,  and  still  have  no 
conception  of  its  adequacy  to  this  end,  from  any  knowledge  of 
the  nature  of  the  provision.  I  do  not  say  that  human  confi- 
dence could  not  rest  in  the  divine  declai'ation  of  its  adequacy. 
But  I  say  that  human  confidence, — the  confidence  of  a  guilty 
mind,  of  a  guilty  world,  in  its  sweetest  repose,  its  richest  joy, 
and  intensest  gratitude, — can  find  its  perfect  basis  only  when 
the  full  and  godlike  adequacy  of  the  provision  is  unfolded  in 
the  nature  of  the  provision.  The  Atonement  of  Christianity,  to 
be  seen  in  its  perfect  adequacy  to  its  end,  must  also  be  seen  in 
its  perfect  adaptation  to  its  end.  My  object  then,  is  to  show, 
that  as  the  adaptation  of  this  Atonement,  so  its  adequacy  can 
be  most  satisfactorily  seen  only  in  view  of  the  divine  personal- 
ity of  Him  by  whom  it  was  made ;  and  hence  to  infer  a  pre- 
sumption that  he  is  a  divine  person  in  the  Godhead. 

I  claim  then  to  have  shown,  that  God  is  administering  a 
perfect  Moral  Government  over  men,  as  the  best  means  of 
the  best  end,  or  as  a  system  of  infiuence  which  is  dictated 
and  demanded  by  infinite  goodness ;  that  in  this  high  and 
august  relation  of  the  Moral  Governor  of  creatures  formed 
in  his  own  image,  he  is  under  the  necessity  of  establishing  his 
authority  or  right  to  reign,  in  the  view  of  his  subjects,  by  de- 
cisive proof;  that  he  cannot  do  this  without  proving  his  moral 
perfection  or  benevolence ;  that  he  cannot  prove  his  benevo- 
lence, and  80  establish  his  authority,  by  any  thing  which  he 
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can  do  in  his  other  relations,  nor  by  any  thing  which  he  can 
do  in  tliis  relation,  without  annexing  to  his  law  a  penalty  which 
shall  express  or  manifest  the  highest  disapprobation  of  disobe- 
dience which  he  can  feel  toward  any  object  which  can  come 
into  competition  with  it  as  an  object  of  disapprobation ;  that  he 
must  inflict,  in  the  form  of  penalty,  the  highest  degree  of  nat- 
ural evil  on  every  transgressor,  since  otherwise  he  could  not 
show  higher  disapprobation  of  his  disobedience  than  of  this 
degree  of  suflfering ;  and  that  in  case  of  transgression,  he  must 
either  execute  this  penalty  on  the  transgressor,  as  the  manifes- 
tation of  his  highest  disapprobation  of  his  disobedience,  or 
make  an  equivalent  manifestation  of  his  disapprobation  by  an- 
other measure  or  expedient — that  of  an  Atonement. 

In  maintaining  these  principles,  I  claim  to  have  shown,  that 
if  any  thing  is  proved  by  moral  reasoning,  it  is  that  God  as 
a  benevolent  being,  must  feel,  and  must  show  himself  to  feel, 
a  supreme  abhorrence  or  hatred  of  sin,  which  in  its  true  nature 
tends  to  the  destruction  of  all  happiness,  and  the  production  of 
all  misery  in  God  and  his  sentient  creation.  A  more  monstrous 
incongruity  cannot  be  conceived,  than  that  of  a  perfectly  be- 
nevolent God,  who  does  not  feel  this  supreme  hatred  of  sin, 
and  who  does  not  evince  to  his  moral  creation  by  what  he 
does,  the  reality  of  this  feeling.  Not  to  feel  thus,  is  to  be,  and  not 
to  show  that  he  feels  thus,  is  to  show  himself  to  be,  a  being  of 
unqualified  selfishness,  even  of  infinite  malignity.  Indeed, 
form  what  views  we  may  of  God's  government  over  this  world 
and  other  worlds,  one  thing  is  most  indubitable.  If  he  would 
receive  the  homage,  the  love,  the  submission,  the  confidence, 
the  gratitude  of  his  moral  creation,  he  must  evince  to  them  his 
goodness,  and  thus  to  evince  his  goodness,  he  must  do  it  in  the 
form  of  supreme,  immutable,  everlasting  abhorrence  of  sin,  the 
worst  of  evils.  Not  to  do  this,  is  to  manifest  indifference  to  that 
action  on  the  part  of  his  creatures,  which  is,  in  its  true  nature 
and  tendency,  the  only  and  the  sure  means  of  the  highest  mis- 
ery of  all.  Not  to  do  this,  is  to  show  himself  indifferent  to  the 
weal  and  woe,  the  life  and  death,  of  his  own  creation, — ^a  being 
having  no  rectitude  of  principle ;  and  who,  for  aught  that  ap- 
pears, will  sacrifice  to  self-will,  to  favoritism,  to  caprice,  to 
selfishness  in  some  form,  every  interest  of  every  creature, — a 
being  whose  character  can  excite  no  love,  awaken  no  hope,  in- 
spire no  confidence;  whose  heart  is  imtouched  by  pity,  un- 
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moved  by  woe, — a  being,  the  bare  thought  of  whom  is  enough 
to  till  the  Boul  with  consternation  and  dismay.  Such  is  the 
Qod — ^let  sentimentalism  think  and  say  what  it  will  of  his  good- 
ness— such  is  the  Qod,  and  such  he  proves  himself  to  be,  who 
does  not  feel,  and  show  himself  to  feel,  a  supreme  abhorrence 
of  sin,  compared  with  any  possible  evil  that  can  come  into 
competition  with  it  as  an  object  of  his  practical  abhorrence. 

Now  this  manifestation  of  his  supreme  abhorrence  of  sin  can 
be  made  only  in  one  of  two  ways :  either  by  inflicting  on  every 
transgressor  of  law  that  degree  of  suffering  which  shall  mani- 
fest or  prove  it,  and  thus  prove  his  benevolence,  and  thus  sus- 
tain his  authority  or  right  to  reign  ;  or,  by  an  Atonement,  that 
is,  by  some  expedient  which  shall  make  an  equal  manifestation, 
or  furnish  an  equally  decisive  proof  of  this  abhorrence  of  sin. 

The  question  then  now  to  be  examined,  is,  whether  a 
manifestation  or  proof  of  God's  supreme  abhorrence  of  sin, 
equivalent  to  that  which  would  be  furnished  by  the  infliction 
of  the  legal  penalty  on  every  transgressor,  can  be  satisfactorily 
seen  to  be  furnished  by  the  Atonement  of  Christ,  except  in 
vie\^  of  his  divine  personality  ? 

In  giving  a  negative  answer  to  this  question,  let  me  not  be 
understood  to  assert  on  d  priori  ground,  that  the  divinity  of 
Christ  was  absolutely  necessary  to  an  adequate  Atonement  for 
sin.  What  was  possible  or  impossible  with  God  in  the  nature 
of  things,  on  such  a  subject,  I  pretend  not  to  decide.  K  how- 
ever, the  fact  of  his  divinity  be  revealed,  it  would  seem  alto- 
gether unreasonable  to  doubt  its  necessity  to  the  perfection  of 
his  Atonement  Why  should  the  second  person  of  the  Trinity 
become  incarnate,  and  the  great  end  of  his  incarnation  be  die 
redemption  of  a  lost  world  by  making  an  Atonement  for  sin, 
unless  his  divinity  and  incarnation  were  necessary  to  his  mak- 
ing an  Atonement  i  Indeed,  who  shall  say,  that  had  God  not 
subsisted  in  the  Trinity,  the  redemption  of  sinful  beings  would 
not  have  been  impossible,  and  that  therefore  this  world  would 
not  have  been  created  ?  Whether  however,  these  things  are 
so  or  not,  is  not  now  the  question.  The  question  now  is,  whether 
the  most  satisfactory  view — or  the  only  satisfactory  view — to 
the  human  mind,  of  the  Atonement  of  Christ,  in  its  adaptation 
and  adequacy  to  its  end,  does  not  depend  on  viewing  him  as  a 
divine  person  in  the  Godhead  ? 

The  end  of  an  Atonement  under  the  perfect  Moral  Govern- 
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ment  of  God,  is  to  famish  the  same  decisiTe  proof  of  God's 
supreme  abhorrence  of  sin  as  the  transgression  of  law,  and  in 
this  war,  decisive  proof  of  his  justice  as  a  lawgiver  or  Moral 
Governor,  that  is,  of  his  benevolence  in  the  form  of  a  supreme 
regard  for  his  law  and  authority,  as  the  necessary  means  of 
the  highest  happiness  of  his  moral  kingdom,  which  he  would 
famish  by  the  infliction  of  the  legal  penalty  on  a  revolted 
world. 

Assuming  that  an  Atonement  includes  the  infliction  of  suffer- 
ing on  an  innocent  or  perfectly  holy  being,  some  minds  find  it 
difficult  to  conceive  how  it  can  express  or  prove  displeasure 
for  the  sin  of  transgressors,  and  so  manifest  the  justice  and  up- 
hold the  authority  of  a  lawgiver.  It  involves  rather,  in  their 
view,  violence  to  every  principle  of  equity  and  every  senti- 
ment of  benevolence.  Thev  see — what  is  indeed,  rerv  obvi- 
ous — that  it  cannot  express  on  the  part  of  the  benevolent  being 
who  inflicts  it,  displeasure  toward  the  innocent  and  holy  suf- 
ferer. He  is  not  merely  faultless,  but  the  object  of  unmingled 
complacency  and  love  to  him  who  inflicts  the  suffering.  No 
fiction  of  law,  no  scheme  of  imputing  or  transferring  the  sins 
of  the  guilty  to  one  who  knew  no  sin,  can  transfer  the  abhor- 
rence of  infinite  benevolence  for  the  guilty  perpetrators  of  sin 
to  the  immaculate  victim.  The  motive  to  the  infliction  surely 
is  not  furnished  by  his  character.  The  gross  injustice,  as  well  ' 
as  the  revolting  absurdities  of  every  such  scheme,  are  too  obvi- 
ous and  have  been  too  often  exposed,  to  require  present  consid- 
eration. How  then  can  benevolence  inflict  suffering  at  all  on 
one  who  is  perfectly  holy  ?  and  how,  if  inflicted  on  him,  can 
it  manifest  or  prove  abhorrence  of  the  sin  of  the  guilty,  and 
thus  prove  the  justice  and  sustain  the  authority  of  the  law- 
giver? 

In  answering  the  first  of  these  questions — ^how  can  benevo- 
lence inflict  suffering  at  all  on  a  perfectly  holy  being — ^I  re- 
mark, in  homely  but  sententious  phrase,  that  circumstances 
alter  cases.  When  the  design  of  the  supposed  infliction  is  to 
prevent  an  immeasurable  amount  of  suffering  which  muBt 
otherwise  be  endured,  and  to  secure  an  immeasurable  amount 
of  happiness  which  must  otherwise  be  lost ;  when  this  end  can 
be  attained  by  the  supposed  expedient,  without  sacrificing  or 
impairing  any  necessary  means  of  the  highest  conceivable  hap- 
piness of  the  universe  ;  and  when  the  suffering  is  inflicted  with 
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the  consent  of  the  suflferer,  then  perfect  benevolence  can  and 
will  inflict  the  suffering. 

But  it  is  also  asked,  how  can  suffering,  inflicted  on  a  per- 
fectly holy  being,  prove  abhorrence  of  the  sin  of  the  guilty, 
and  thus  prove  the  benevolence  in  the  form  of  justice,  and  sus- 
tain the  authority  of  the  lawgiver,  even  as  decisively  as  would 
the  execution  of  the  penalty  ?*  To  give  a  satisfactory  answer 
to  this  question,  we  must  in  the  first  place  see  how  the  execu- 
tion of  the  legal  penalty  on  transgressors  proves  the  justice  and 
thus  sustains  the  authority  of  the  lawgiver.  This  it  does,  as  a 
full  and  decisive  expression  of  his  supreme  abhorrence  of  trans- 
gression. The  act  of  transgression  not  only  tends  directly  in 
its  own  nature  as  action,  to  destroy  all  happiness  and  to  produce 
unqualified  misery,  but  utterly  to  subvert  the  authority  of  the 
Moral  Governor.  It  is  a  direct,  unequivocal,  and  decisive 
declaration  or  testimony,  that  the  Moral  Governor  is  unworthy 
of  submission  or  obedience ;  and  as  such,  if  uncounteracted  by 
opposing  proof,  establishes  the  fact,  and  thus  as  effectually 
subverts  his  authority  or  right  to  reign,  as  were  he  driven,  an 
insulted  and  degraded  exile,  from  his  throne.  The  Moral  Gov- 
ernor therefore,  as  a  perfectly  benevolent  being,  has  reason  to 
be  more  displeased  with  transgression  than  with  the  complete 
and  endless  misery  of  the  transgressor, — and  now,  to  prove  his 
benevolence  and  show  that  he  is  worthy  to  reign,  is  under  the 
necessity  of  expressing  the  degree  of  displeasure  for  transgres- 
sion which  as  a  benevolent  being  he  must  feel.  Ilence  when 
transgression  occurs,  averse,  as  a  perfectly  benevolent  being 
must  be,  to  the  infliction  of  such  suffering,  considered  simply 
as  suffering,  the  alternative  is  either  to  acquiesce  in  the  un- 
counteracted contempt  of  the  transgressor,  and  in  the  decisive 
proof  furnished  by  the  act  of  transgression  that  he  does  not  ab- 
hor transgression  as  a  benevolent  being  must  abhor  it,  and  thus 
forfeit  his  character  for  justice,  that  is,  for  benevolence,  in  the 
form  of  supreme  regard  for  his  law  and  for  his  kingdom,  and 
of  course  his  authority  or  right  to  reign  ;  or  he  must  inflict  the 
full  penalty  of  the  law  on  every  transgressor,  and  thus  incur 
this  immense  evil,  revolting  as  it  is  to  his  infinite  benevolence, 
rather  than  permit  unpunished  transgression  to  disprove  his 
supreme  abhorrence  of  the  evil  of  sin,  and  so  disprove  his  be- 

o  Vide  West  on  Atonement,  chap.  7. 
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nevolence,  his  jiiBtice,  and  his  authority  or  right  to  reign. 
There  is  no  other  way  conceivable,  in  which,  in  the  single  rela- 
tion of  a  lawgiver  or  Moral  Governor,  he  can  rescue  his  charac- 
ter, his  law,  his  autliority,  his  throne,  from  beneath  the  feet  of 
rebellion.  Immense  as  the  evil  is,  and  revolting  as  it  must  be 
to  the  heart  of  infinite  benevolence  to  inflict  it,  it  is  made  ne- 
cessary for  sin.  The  evil  of  inflicting  the  penalty  must  be  m- 
curred^  or  the  means — the  only  means — of  the  great  ends  which 
infinite  benevolence  has  proposed  to  accomplish,  with  these 
ends  themselves,  must  be  sacrificed  and  lost.  By  incurring 
such  an  evil,  in  the  form  of  penalty,  these  means  are  safe ;  his 
character,  his  law,  his  authority,  his  throne,  are  established  for- 
ever, and  the  great  end  of  his  eternal  dominion  is  secured,  in 
the  highest  perfection  in  which  it  can  be  by  his  infinite  attri- 
butes. 

Tims  when  transgression  has  occurred  under  the  perfect 
Moral  Government  of  God,  it  is  only  by  incurring  an  immense 
evil,  that  a  still  greater,  far  greater  evil,  can  be  prevented,  and 
the  great  ends  of  infinite  benevolence  be  accomplished,  in  the 
highest  perfection  possible  to  him  who  reigns  over  all.  Now 
if  there  be  another  evil  than  the  execution  of  the  legal  pen- 
alty, by  incurring  which  the  Moral  Governor  can  manifest  or 
prove  an  equal  abhorrence  of  sin,  and  show  the  reality  and 
sincerity  of  his  determination  to  punish  it  as  a  lawgiver ;  or 
more  particularly,  if  by  inflicting  limited  suffering  on  some 
perfectly  holy  being,  with  his  consent,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
exempting  transgressors  from  the  threatened  penalty  and  of 
showing  the  degree  of  evil  which  he  would  incur  as  a  lawgiver 
rather  than  exempt  them  from  the  penalty,  he  can  manifest  or 
prove  his  supreme  abhorrence  of  sin,  and  thus  prove  his  justice 
or  supreme  regard  for  his  law,  and  thus  his  perfect  benevo- 
lence, and  thus  his  authority  or  right  to  reign,  as  decisively  and 
impressively  as  by  the  execution  of  the  penalty, — then  can  an 
Atonement  for  sin  be  made ;  for  then  one  great  end  to  be  an- 
swered by  inflicting  the  penalty  can  be  answered  by  another 
expedient.  But  how  it  may  be  asked,  can  the  supposed  inflic- 
tion of  evil  on  a  holy  being  prove  the  lawgiver's  abhorrence  of 
the  sin  of  transgressors,  even  in  the  lowest  degree  ?  This  is  a 
vital  question.  God  then  cannot,  as  we  have  seen,  either  feel 
or  manifest  the  slightest  displeasure  toward  a  being  so  pure 
and  holy,  either  on  account  of  his  character,  or  by  imputing 
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or  transferring  to  him  the  guilt  of  transgressors,  or  by  consid- 
ering him  as  guilty  when  he  is  not,  or  by  his  standing  in  their 
law-place,  or  for  any  other  conceivable  reason.  Indeed,  the 
magnitude  of  the  evil  incurred  on  the  part  of  God  in  the  in- 
fliction, must  be  measured  by  the  degree  of  his  love  to  the  holy 
sufferer.  Nor  can  God  inflict  evil  on  such  a  being  without  some 
benevolent  design  dictating  and  demanding  the  infliction ;  nor 
with  such  a  design,  without  the  strong  and  intense  avei-sion 
which  infinite  benevolence  must  feel  to  the  infliction  of  evil  on 
the  object  of  its  highest  complacency  and  love.  How  then 
can  the  infliction  of  evil  on  a  holy  being,  manifest  or  prove 
the  lawgiver's  abhorrence  of  the  sin  of  transgressors  ?  I  an- 
swer, thai  it  does  so  hy  being  setfoHh  as  the  critet'ion  and  Tne^JLS" 
ure  of  this  dbhan*ence. 

The  infliction  of  the  penalty  on  the  transgressors  answei-s  the 
same  pui*pose,  by  sustaining  the  same  relations  or  characteris- 
tics. It  is  presented  to  God's  moral  kingdom,  not  as  a  specta- 
cle of  malice  or  selfish  revenge,  but  as  an  expression  of  his 
benevolence  to  his  kingdom,  as  being  the  criterion  and  meas- 
ure of  his  benevolence,  and  therefore  just  abhorrence  of  sin. 
Whether  the  evil  be  inflicted  in  the  form  of  penalty  on  trans- 
gressors, or  in  the  form  of  an  Atonement  on  a  holy  being,  it  is 
done  to  prevent  other  and  greater  evils  which  would  other- 
wise follow  the  transgression  of  law, — the  evil  of  God's  not 
manifesting  or  proving  his  benevolent  and  supreme  abhorrence 
of  transgression, — and  with  this,  the  evils  of  subverting  his 
rightful  authority  and  defeating  the  ends  of  his  infinite  benevo- 
lence. The  evil  inflicted  in  either  form  is  designed  as  the 
known  criterion  and  measure  of  his  abhorrence  of  sin,  to  make 
manifest  and  evince  beyond  all  denial  or  doubt  the  degree  of 
his  abhorrence.  This  is  done  by  incurring — and  can  be  done 
in  no  other  conceivable  way  than  by  incumng — ^an  immense 
evil  to  himself  as  a  benevolent  being.  By  inflicting  the  full 
penalty  of  his  law  on  a  world  of  transgressors,  he  would  incur 
an  immense  evil  to  himself.  By  inflicting  the  supposed  evil 
on  a  perfectly  holy  being,  he  also  incurs  an  immense  evil  to 
himself.  In  either  case  the  immense  evil  to  himself  is  the 
measure  of  his  abhorrence  of  the  evil  inflicted,  and  therefore 
the  true  criterion  and  measure  of  his  abhorrence  of  that  which 
is  the  cause  of  the  necessity  of  his  incurring  such  an  evil.  Sin, 
the  transgression  of  law,  is  this  cause.    Sin  cannot  occur  imder 

4 


74:  THE   TRINITY. 

tlie  perfect  Moral  Government  of  God,  and  God  as  a  Moral 
Governor,  not  be  under  an  imperious,  immutable  necessity  of 
incurring  an  immense  evil  to  himself,  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing the  degreee  of  his  abhorrence  of  sin.  By  incurring  evil  to 
himself  in  the  form  of  inflicting  the  legal  penalty  on  transgres- 
soi-s,  as  the  criterion  and  measure  of  his  abhorrence  of  sin  on 
account  of  which  it  is  inflicted,  he  would  show  himself  as  much 
displeased  with  sin  as  he  is  and  must  be  as  a  perfectly  benevo- 
lent being.  In  like  manner,  when  for  the  purpose  of  exempt- 
ing transgressors  from  the  legal  penalty,  he  incurs  another  im- 
mense evil  to  himself  on  account  of.  sin  and  as  the  known  cri- 
terion and  measure  of  his  abhorrence  of  sin, — the  immense  evil 
to  him  of  inflicting  intense  though  limited  suffering  on  a  per- 
fectly holy  being,  and  which,  according  to  the  supposition,  is 
an  evil  to  himself  equivalent  to  that  involved  in  the  infliction 
of  the  legal  penalty  on  transgressors, — he  shows  himself  to  be 
as  uiuch  displeased  with  sin  as  he  is  and  must  be  as  a  benevo- 
lent being — and  of  course  as  much  displeased  with  sin  as  he 
would  show  himself  to  be  by  inflicting  the  legal  penalty  on 
transgressors. 

Thus  it  is  obvious  haw  it  is  that  God,  by  inflicting  suffering 
on  some  perfectly  holy  being,  may  manifest  or  prove  his  ab- 
horrence of  the  sin  of  transgressors,  viz.,  hy  setting  forth  or 
holding  up  to  his  moral  kingdom  this  immense  evil  to  himself^ 
as  the  criterion  and  measure  of  this  abhorrence, 

I  may  add  in  the  way  of  inquiry,  what  other  reason  than 
that  now  supposed,  can  be  assigned  why  God  should  incur  such 
an  immense  evil  as  that  of  inflicting  intense  suffering  and  death 
on  a  perfectly  holy  being  ?  What  other  end  can  be  assigned 
for  such  an  infliction  than  that  now  supposed,  which  would 
even  authorize  such  an  infliction?  Aside  from  this  peculiar 
end  to  be  attained,  it  would  involve,  so  far  as  tlie  human 
mind  can  conceive,  the  most  flagrant  violation  of  the  truth, 
the  justice,  and  the  benevolence  of  God,  as  a  Moral  Gov- 
ernor, toward  an  obedient  subject  of  his  law, — one  who  has 
an  inviolable  right  to  unmiugled  and  perfect  happiness  from 
his  king, — a  right  which,  in  any  other  case  than  the  present,  he 
cannot  be  supposed  to  relinquish,  nor  his  king  to  violate.  Did 
Christ  die  as  a  martyr  ?  There  is  not  the  slightest  intimation 
of  the  fact, — while  the  perfection  of  God's  Moral  Government 
has  never  been  and  never  will  be  marred  by  the  martyrdom  of 


CONDITION   OF   MANIFESTING    LOVE.  75 

a  perfectly  obedient  Bubject  of  his  law.  Did  he  sujffer  and  die 
to  manifest  God's  love  and  kindness  to  the  erring  and  lost 
creatures  of  his  power, — lost  only  by  remaining  sinful, — and 
thus  to  bring  upon  them  this  mighty  influence  to  reclaim,  and 
in  this  maimer  to  save  ?  But  if  there  was  no  just,  and  there- 
fore necessary  exposure  on  tlieir  part  to  the  penalty  of  law, — 
exposure  with  deliverance  made  absolutely  hopeless  by  the  de- 
mands of  God's  inexorable  justice, — where  were  the  love  and 
kindness  of  God  to  men  in  inflicting  suffering  and  death  on  his 
beloved  Son  ?  What  interest,  or  benefit,  or  good  on  their  part, 
could  be  the  object  of  God's  supposed  love  to  them,  manifested 
by  this  means  ?  Their  reformation  ?  But  the  infliction  of  suf- 
fering and  death  on  a  perfectly  holy  being,  for  no  other  pur- 
pose or  end  except  to  reform  sinful  beings,  were  in  the  highest 
degree  preposterous.  It  is  easy  to  'see  how,  on  the  principle 
that  the  goodness  of  God  leadeth  to  repentance,  that  this  inflic- 
tion of  sutferings  and  death  on  a  perfectly  holy  being  for  the 
redemption  of  sinful  beings  from  the  penalty  of  sin,  should  pos- 
sess a  reclaiming  influence;  but  viewed  in  any  other  light, 
how  can  it  possess  the  least  possible  reclaiming  influence  or 
tendency  ?  This  point  demands  our  careful  consideration. 
Those  there  are  who  place  the  whole  efficacy  of  the  infliction 
of  the  sufferings  and  death  of  Christ  in  its  reforming  influence 
or  tendency  to  reclaim  men  to  duty.  Can  this  be  so  ?  If  the 
infliction  has  any  tendency  to  reclaim  sinful  beings,  it  must  have 
it  as  its  own  inherent  tendency,  that  is,  as  a  direct  tendency  of  the 
nature  of  the  act,  or  it  must  have  it  as  an  indirect  tendency  arising 
from  it  as  an  act  of  goodness  to  sinful  beings,  designed  for  their 
benefit,  either  in  delivering  them  from  the  legal  penalty  or  in 
some  other  respect.  Has  it  then  any  such  inherent  tendency, 
any  direct  tendency  in  its  own  nature  to  reclaim  sinful  beings? 
The  conception  is  impossible.  No  human  mind  can  conceive 
of  the  least  inherent  direct  tendency  to  reclaim  sinful  beings, 
in  the  simple  naked  act  of  putting  to  death  a  perfectly  holy 
being.  So  far  from  it,  that  the  act  considered  simply  in  itself 
or  aside  from  its  relations  to  other  ends,  can  be  viewed  only 
as  an  act  of  palpable  injustice  and  cruelty,  fitted  to  dishonor 
its  author,  and  to  increase  the  alienation  and  disloyalty  of  every 
rebel.  Is  it  still  said  that  Christ  died  as  a  martyr — we  reply, 
that  on  this  supposition,  his  death  could  only  confirm  his  sin- 
eerity  arid  devotion  to  his  work  as  a  reformer  by  his  doctrines ; 
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80  that  at  mo6t  the  tendency  of  his  death  to  reclaim  would  still 
be  indirecty  as  so  much  evidence  or  proof  of  his  earnest  desire 
for  their  reformation,  by  the  means  he  had  employed  for  this 
purpose.  But  further :  we  say  that  Christ  did  not  die  as  a 
martyr.  The  facts  and  principles  of  God's  Moral  Government 
over  this  world  have  settled  this  point — that  none  but  sinners 
have  died  or  shall  die  as  martyrs.  Christ's  death  too  was,  in 
every  important  and  every  essential  respect,  unlike  that  of  a 
martyr.  Xot  only  was  he  forsaken  of  God  and  abandoned  to 
the  terrors  of  death  without  alleviation,  while  other  and  sinful 
martyrs  have  died  in  triumph,  but  he  died  without  the  alterna- 
tive of  escaping  death  by  the  renunciation  of  his  doctrine — ^an 
alternative  without  which  no  man  can  die  as  a  martyr,  since 
his  death  can  furnish  no  testimony  of  his  sincerity.  Since  then 
the  death  of  Christ  could  possess  no  inherent  direct  tendency 
to  reclaim  sinful  men,  and  no  indirect  tendency  to  reclaim 
them  as  the  death  of  a  martyr,  it  could  have  no  tendency  to 
this  end  at  all,  except  an  indirect  tendency  as  an  act  of  good- 
ness to  sinful  beings.  But  how  or  in  what  respect  could  it  be 
an  act  of  goodness  to  sinful  beings,  except  as  an  act  designed 
fbr  tlieir  benefit  in  delivering  them  from  the  penalty  of  the 
law?  I  ask  then  why,  for  any  other  possible  reason  than  that 
now  supposed,  should  a  benevolent  God  incur  such  an  evil  as 
that  of  inflicting  intense  suffering  and  death  on  a  perfectly 
holy  being  ?  Such  an  evil,  great  as  it  is,  he  can  be  supposed 
to  incur  in  the  case  under  consideration,  for  the  sake  of  making 
the  necessary  manifestation  of  his  supreme  abhorrence  of  sin, 
in  providing  redemption  from  its  penalty.  When  sin  exists, 
God  must  manifest  supreme  disapprobation  of  it,  either  by 
incurring  the  evil  of  inflicting  the  penalty,  or  by  incurring  an 
equivalent  evil  if  the  penalty  be  remitted.  By  incurring  the 
latter  for  the  remission  of  the  penalty,  he  shows  that,  were  it 
necessary  to  the  full  manifestation  of  his  abhorrence  of  sin  to 
incur  the  evil  of  inflicting  the  penalty,  he  would  inflict  it  and 
incur  the  evil ;  for  he  incurs  an  equivalent  evil  to  himself  in 
providing  for  exemption  from  the  penalty,  and  thus  manifests 
the  same  degree  of  abhorrence  for  sin  which  he  would  manifest 
by  inflicting  the  penalty  on  transgressors. 

I  have  thus  attempted  to  show  how  suffering  inflicted  on  a 
perfectly  holy  being  may  express  displeasure  for  the  sin  of 
transgressors,  and  tlmt  such  suffering,  by  furnishing  an  equally 
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decisive  manifestation  or  proof  of  God's  supreme  abhorrence  of 
sin  as  would  be  furnished  by  the  execution  of  the  legal  penalty 
on  transgressors  themselves,  would  be  an  adequate  Atonement 
for  sin  under  God's  perfect  Moral  Government,  inasmuch  as  it 
would  as  fully  manifest  his  justice  or  benevolent  regard  for  his 
law,  and  thus  as  fiilly  sustain  his  authority  or  right  to  reign. 

I  now  recur  to  our  present  leading  inquiry — whether  a  mani- 
festation or  proof  of  God's  supreme  abhorrence  of  sin,  equivalent 
to  that  which  would  be  furnished  by  the  infliction  of  the  legal 
penalty  on  every  transgressor,  can  be  satisfactorily  seen  to  be 
furnished  by  the  Atonement  of  Christ,  except  in  view  of  his 
divine  personaUty  ? 

Here,  that  we  may  justly  make  the  comparative  estimate 
which  is  now  to  be  formed,  it  is  important  to  advert  distinctly 
to  the  following  considerations :  First,  that  if  Christ  was  not 
divine,  he  was  merely  a  man,  or  at  least  merely  a  creature. 
Secondly,  that  his  humiliation,  suflferings,  and  death,  in  which, 
viewed  as  a  comprehensive  evil,  his  Atonement  coubisted,  was 
an  evil  of  short  duration.  Thirdly,  that  this  comprehensive 
evil  is  not  to  be  viewed  as  simply  so  much  evil  6ufl*ered  by 
him  who  endured  it,  but  also  as  an  evil  incurred  especially 
by  him  who  inflicted  it  on  such  a  sufferer.  Fourthly,  that 
while  it  is  not  supposed  that  the  second  person  of  the  God- 
head as  such  suffered,  much  less  died,  such  was  the  pecu- 
liar and  intimate  union  between  the  second  person  of  the 
Godhead  and  the  man  Christ  Jesus,  that  the  magnitude  of  the 
evil  is  to  be  estimated  by  this  fact,  and  as  immeasurably  en- 
hanced by  it. 

With  these  things  in  view  I  proceed  to  say,  that  the  temporary 
sufferings  of  one  who  is  merely  a  creature,  however  intense 
these  sufferings,  and  however  exalted  in  rank  the  creature  who 
endures  them,  and  still  less,that  any  sufferings  or  evil  endured 
by  a  mere  man,  should  furnish  the  requisite  manifestation  and 
proof  of  God's  supreme  abhorrence  of  sin, cannot  be  conceived. 
Suffering  or  evil  inflicted  by  the  will,  and  virtually  by  the 
hand  of  a  lawgiver  on  an  obedient  subject,  that  the  transgres- 
sion of  another  or  of  others  might  be  pardoned,  would  doubt- 
less express  a  greater  or  less  degree  of  displeasure  toward  the 
transgressor  or  transgressors,  according  to  the  excellence  and 
dignity  of  the  sufferer,  and  as  he  should  be  the  object  of  a 
greater  or  less  degree  of  affection  on  the  part  of  the  lawgiver. 
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Now  the  present  exigency  requires  in  one  form,  a  manifesta- 
tion or  proof  of  displeasure  toward  sin,  equal  in  degree  to  that 
displeasure  toward  sin  which  would  be  manifested  in  another 
form.  Accordingly,  if  we  suppose  an  Atonement  for  an  offend- 
ing world  to  be  made  by  the  sufferings  of  a  mere  creature,  and 
especially  by  his  sufferings  for  a  few  hours,  or  even  years,  the  ex- 
pression or  proof  of  the  degree  of  God's  displeasure  toward  sin 
compared  with  that  which  would  be  expressed  by  the  un- 
qualified and  endless  misery  of  our  guilty  race,  is  too  faint 
and  insignificant  to  be  seen  or  felt  to  be  at  all  adequate  to 
the  end  to  be  accomplished  by  an  Atonement.  The  mind  de- 
cides at  once  without  hesitation  or  doubt,  that  the  degree  of 
displeasure  expressed  and  proved  in  one  of  these  forms  is  as 
nothing  compared  with  what  is  expressed  and  proved  in  the 
other.  The  temporary  sufferings  of  the  supposed  victim  fur- 
nish no  manifestation  or  proof  of  that  degree  of  displeasure 
toward  sin  on  the  part  of  the  lawgiver,  which  would  in- 
flict the  full  penalty  of  God's  violated  law  on  a  revolted 
world.  No  mind  could  rest  in  the  entire  suflSciency  of  such  a^ 
manifestation  to  the  end,  which  must  be  accomplished  by  an 
adequate  Atonement.  None  could  receive  from  it  the  same 
impression  of  God's  goodness  in  its  necessary  abhorrence  of  sin, 
and  of  himself  as  the  determined  friend,  patron,  and  benefactor 
of  his  moral  creation  through  tlie  medium  of  his  perfect  Moral 
Government,  and  therefore  the  determined  and  righteous 
avenger  of  sin,  as  would  be  derived  from  the  full  execution  of 
the  penalty  of  his  law  on  all  transgressors,  or  even  on  one. 
On  the  contrary,  were  the  supposed  sufferings  of  a  mere  crea- 
ture to  be  presented  and  received  as  the  criterion  and  measure 
of  God's  abhorrence  of  sin,  they  would  show  that  he  did  not 
feel  as  a  benevolent  being  must  feel,  and  as  a  Moral  Govern- 
or must  show  himself  to  feel  toward  sin,  and  thus  disprove  his 
moral  perfection  or  goodness,  and  thus  subvert  his  right  to 
reign ;  or  rather,  they  would  prove  his  selfishness,  and  so  reveal 
his  malignity  to  his  kingdom,  and  render  him  only  an  object  of 
terror  and  dismay.  There  is  therefore  all  the  presumption,  or 
rather  all  the  proof  against  the  fact  of  an  Atonement  made  by 
the  temporary  sufferings  of  a  mere  creature,  which  there  is  of 
God's  goodness  or  moral  perfection,  and  that  he  is  administer- 
ing a  perfect  Moral  Government  over  men  under  an  economy 
of  grace.    It  is  obvious  then,  that  on  the  supposition  that 
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Christ  was  merely  a  creature,  the  adequacy  of  his  humiliation, 
Bufferings,  and  death,  to  the  end  of  an  Atonement  for  sin  under 
God's  perfect  Moral  Government,  cannot  be  conceived  by  the 
human  mind.  So  far  from  it,  that  such  an  evil  incurred  on  the 
part  of  God,  as  the  criterion  and  measure  of  his  abhorrence  of 
sin,  would,  at  most,  decisively  show  that  low  estimate  of  sin  as 
an  evil  which  none  but  a  selfish  being  can  form,  and  which, 
by  utterly  subverting  his  authority,  would  defeat  the  great  and 
only  end  of  an  Atonement. 

Let  us  now  contemplate  the  Atonement  of  Christ  on  the  sup- 
position of  his  divine  personality.  Here  our  object  is,  not  to 
assume  or  assert  his  divine  personality,  but  merely  to  propound 
it  as  an  hypothesis,  or  as  a  possible  truth,  and  thus  to  present 
the  Logos  or  second  person  of  the  Godhead  as  incarnate,  or  the 
human  and  divine  natures  of  Christ  united  in  one  comjjlex 
whole,  as  a  fact  on  which  depends  the  only  satisfactory  con- 
ception of  the  nature  of  his  Atonement  as  adequate  to  its  end. 

Here  then,  on  the  present  supposition,  we  have  presented  to 
human  apprehension  an  object  of  thought  altogether  peculiar, 
and  to  which  none  other  in  the  universe  can  be  likened, — an 
object  still,  on  the  just  conception  of  which,  just  and  adequate 
views  of  the  subject  under  consideration  depend.  Who  then, 
or  what,  according  to  the  present  hypotliesis,  is  Christ  the  Son 
of  the  living  God,  the  Redeemer,  Saviour  of  this  lost  world  ? 
I  answer,  that  he  is  a  man — a  perfect  man.  He  has  a  human 
body,  and  a  human  soul ;  he  knew  no  sin,  but  is  holy,  unde- 
filed,  and  separate  from  sinners.  He  is  moi^e ;  he  is  the  Logos, 
who  was  in  the  beginning,  who  was  with  God,  and  was  God. 
He  is  the  second  person  in  the  Godhead,  distinguished  as  such 
from  the  first  and  third  pei-sons,  the  Father  and  the  Holy 
Ghost.  Each  person  as  a  being  is  properly  called  God.  Each 
is  distinguished  from  the  other  by  the  personal  pronouns.  To 
each  are  ascribed  divine  attributes,  divine  works,  and  divine 
worship.  Here  is  indeed  a  use  of  language  which  involves  a 
plain  departure  from  all  prior  usage  of  terms  employed ;  but 
which,  supposing  the  reality  of  the  object,  is  authorized  and 
required  by  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  subject,  and  the  laws  of 
usage  in  such  cases. 

Further :  according  to  the  present  hypothesis,  the  man  Christ 
Jesus  and  the  Logos,  or  second  person  of  the  Trinity,  are  one, 
by  a  most  intimate  and  mysterious  union.    We  speak  in  the 
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ordinary  use  of  language,  of  the  oneness  of  two  or  more,  in 
relation  to  certain  results,  purposes,  or  ends,  which  depend  on 
or  arise  out  of  it ;  and  we  conceive  of  tlie  intimacy  of  the 
union  as  greater  or  less  in  degree^  as  the  results  which  depend 
on  it  approximate  in  a  greater  or  less  degree  to  those  of  the  ab- 
solute oneness  of  an  individual  being,  or  of  one  self-subsisting 
being— one  determinate  reality,  having  his  own  strict  personal 
identity.  Tlius  we  speak  and  conceive  of  partners  in  trade  as 
one,  of  friends  as  one,  of  husband  and  wife  as  one — even  as  one 
flesh ;  of  Christ  and  the  Church  as  one — even  as  one  body ;  and 
of  a  human  soul  and  a  human  body  even  as  one  man.*  Every 
one  knows  how,  in  such  cases,  our  conceptions  and  our  language 
are  modified  and  changed,  as  divinity  or  oneness  is  the  object 
of  thought ;  and  especially  when  the  latter  is  the  more  promi- 
nent or  even  exchisive  object  of  thought,  how  the  inferior  in 
our  concei)tion  is  exalted  and  honored  by  the  superior,  and  the 
superior  lowered  or  degraded  by  the  inferior,  and  this  in  pro- 
portion to  the  intrinsic  difference  between  them.  For  exam- 
ple, every  one  knows  how  in  his  own  necessary  conception 
and  feelings,  a  human  body,  compared  with  the  body  of  an 
animal,  is  exalted  by  its  union  with  a  human  soul — a  spirit 
bearing  God's  image.  Yet  the  matter  and  the  spirit  which 
constitute  the  man  or  human  being,  are  distinct  substances ; 
nor  can  we  say  that  they  constitute  one  being  by  virtue  of  a 
union  in  one  of  the  same  substance.  The  intimacy  of  the  union 
is  such,  be  the  mode  of  it  what  it  may,  as  to  authorize,  for  all 
practical  purposes,  the  full  conception  of  the  body  and  the  soul 
as  the  man— one  being ;  and  to  exalt  our  conception  of  a  living, 
active  human  body  when  before  us  as  a  visible  object,  to  the 
conception  of  a  being  bearing  the  image  of  his  Mdcer.  How 
much  more  exalted,  in  our  necessary  conceptions  and  feelings, 
would  be  a  man  whose  very  being  was  appointed  and  fixed 
permanent  and  immortal,  in  the  closest  union  conceivable  in 
the  nature  of  things,  with  the  most  exalted  spirit  whom  Om- 
nipotence could  create ;  and  how  much  more  still  were  that 
spirit,  in  all  his  attributes  known  to  be  divine,  and  the  complex 
whole  to  be  presented  to  us  as  a  veritable  object  of  contempla- 
tion and  knowledge.  Who  could  stand  in  his  presence  and 
not  adore  ? 
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Now  of  the  mode  of  the  supposed  union  between  the  human 
and  divine  natures  in  Christ,  we  pretend  to  form  no  direct^ pos- 
itive conception,  but  to  conceive  of  it  only  relatively^  or  in  its 
relations.  We  say  then,  that  according  to  the  present  suppo- 
sition, the  man  Christ  Jesus  and  the  Logos,  or  second  person  of 
the  Trinity,  are  united  by  a  most  intimate  yet  mysterious  mode 
of  union, — so  united,  not  indeed  as  to  become  or  constitute 
strictly  one  heing  or  person^  in  the  ordinary  import  of  these 
terms,  but  as  to  render  it  proper  and  true  to  speak  of  the  whole 
as  a  being  or  person,  in  a  modified  and  peculiar  meaning,  be- 
cause it  is  the  best  form  of  speaking  of  the  object  of  the  con- 
ception which  .common  language  furnishes  when  common  lan- 
guage must  be  employed  for  the  purpose  of  speaking  of  liim  as 
he  is, — so  united,  that  hy  virtue  of  the  unioUy  so  intimate  and 
peculiar,  the  complex  whole,  in  respect  to  all  true,  jiLst,  practical 
conceptions  of  him,  of  his  relations  to  the  leather,  of  the  Father^ s 
supreme,  intensest  love  for  him,  of  his  work  as  mediator  between 
God  and  men,  and  especially  of  his  humiliation,  sufferings,  and 
death,  thai,  is,  of  his  sacrifice  for  sin,  is  all  that  he  would  he,  as 
one  sdf  subsisting  heing,  one  determinate  reality,  having  his  awn 
strict  personal  identity.  In  accordance  with  this  view  of  the 
union  of  the  divine  and  human  natures  in  Christ,  we  further 
say,  that  according  to  the  present  supposition  they  are  so  united 
as  to  render  it  proper  to  affirm,  in  a  modified,  and  in  a  most 
momentous  and  august  import  of  the  language,  the  Logos  was 
made  flesh  and  dwelt  among  us ;  that  being  in  the  form  of 
God,  he  took  on  him  the  form  of  a  servant,  was  made  in  the 
likeness  of  men,  and  found  in  fashion  as  a  man  ;  so  united,  that 
the  complex  whole  is  properly  and  truly  called  under  the 
necessary  modification  of  the  terms,  either  the  man  Christ  Je- 
sus, or  God  manifest  in  the  flesh, — a  descendant  of  Israel,  or 
God  over  all,  blessed  forever ;  so  united,  that  all  essential  hu- 
man attributes,  as  well  as  all  divine  phenomenal  attributes,  are 
properly  and  truly  ascribed  to  him ;  that  he  is  truly  and  prop- 
erly said  to  be  bom  of  a  woman,  to  increase  in  wisdom,  not  to 
know  the  day  of  judgment,  and  also  to  know  all  things,  and  to 
be  the  creator  of  all  things ;  that  he  is  truly  and  properly  spo- 
ken of  as  the  devout  and  humble  worshiper  of  God,  and  him- 
self the  object  of  the  same  worship  which  is  rendered  to  Him 
who  sitteth  on  the  throne,  as  made  under  and  as  obedient  to 
the  law,  and  also  as  the  Lord  and  Lawgiver,  Sovereign,  and 
6  4« 
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Judge  of  all :  so  united,  that  the  human  nature  of  this  complex 
whole  has  all  the  dignity,  excellence*  worth,  value,  which  such 
a  nature  can  derive  from  the  most  intimate  possible  union  with 
the  divine — an  exaltation  and  worth  bv  this  peculiar  union, 
not  less  than  would  result,  were  that  possible,  from  a  strict 
consub&tantial  union  with  the  second  person  of  the  Godhead ; 
so  united,  that  the  human  nature  serves  not  the  less  but  the 
more  in  respect  to  manifestation  and  impression,  bj  presenting 
the  divine  nature  through  the  benignant  design  of  the  union, 
in  the  brightest  splendors  of  its  glorv ;  so  united,  that  while 
the  divine  nature  is  necessarilv  prominent  to  thought,  the  hu- 
man nature  qualifjring  for  the  suffering  and  death  demanded 
by  redemption,  serves  to  call  forth  immeasurably  higher  affec- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  Father  for  the  Son,  than  his  own  perfect 
benevolence  can  feel  toward  the  guilty  world  to  be  redeemed, 
or  toward  any  and  every  otlier  object  of  affection  ;  an  object 
which,  when  revealed  in  heaven,  awoke  a  song  of  joy  from  an- 
gels and  arcliangels  unheard  and  unthought  of  in  that  world 
before,  and  which  will  be  the  theme  of  every  song  in  the  eter^ 
nal  temple,  while  the  glory  of  God  doth  lighten  it,  and  while 
the  Lamb  is  the  light  thereof.  Such  is  the  being — ^for  so  we 
must  speak  of  him,  if  we  use  human  language  to  say  what  he 
is — ^by  whose  humiliation,  sufferings,  and  death,  this  world's 
Atonement  has  been  made. 

Shall  we  here  be  told,  that  after  all,  reason,  philosophy  de- 
cides that  it  is  but  a  man — a  creature — who  suffers  and  dies ; 
and  that  the  amount  of  tlie  evil  is  far  inferior  to  the  infliction 
of  the  penalty  on  every  transgressor  ?  This  is  readily  admitted, 
at  least  for  the  sake  of  the  argunfent.  Without  affirming  or 
denying  on  the  question  whether  the  divine  nature  of  Christ 
suffered,  and  maintaining  only  its  extreme  and  unspeakable 
humiliation,  we  admit  that  it  was  but  a  man  who  suffered  and 
died.  But  his  sufferings  were  the  most  intense,  his  death  the 
most  ignominious  and  dreadful.  His  sufferings  were  not  merely 
corporeal.  To  say  nothing  of  the  insult,  the  scorn,  the  reviling, 
the  malignant  cruelties  he  received,  he  endured  the  most  in- 
tense mental  anguish.  In  the  garden  of  Gethsemane  his  soul 
was  exceeding  sorrowful,  even  unto  death.  Martyrs,  who  de- 
served only  God's  displeasure,  through  abundant  mercy  died 
in  the  triumphs  of  faith  and  with  the  foretaste  of  heaven ;  while 
this  holy  man — the  object  of  perfect  complacency  to  eternal 
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love — died  utterly  forsaken  of  his  God.  His  death,  though 
simply  considered,  it  consisted  of  the  separation  of  a  human 
body  and  human  soul,  yet  how  was  it  attended  by  every  cause 
and  circumstance  of  agony, — ^how  it  stands  forth  signalized  by 
the  miracles  of  God,  in  its  nature  and  design,  among  all  the 
events  of  earth  and  time  !  Jesus  died.  The  vail  of  the  temple 
was  rent,  and  the  Holy  of  Holies  uncovered.  The  graves  were 
opened,  the  dead  were  raised  to  life,  the  sun  was  darkened. 
Jesus  died,  and  the  Qx>d  of  Christianity  is  revealed.  Jesus 
died,  and  on  that  death  depend  redemption — all  that  is  great 
and  good  to  a  lost  world — grace,  mercy,  peace,  life,  salvation 
with  eternal  glory — the  most  stupendous  manifestation  of  the 
Deity — ^the  brightest  glories  of  God,  the  deliverance  of  guilty 
myriads  from  hell  triumphing  in  heaven's  purity  and  heaven's 
joys !  That  death,  that  blood — the  price  of  all — is  memorial- 
ized of  God  on  earth  while  time  shall  last,  and  made  the  theme 
of  praise  to  Him  that  sitteth  on  the  throne  and  to  the  Lamb 
while  immortality  endures.  We  admit  that  it  was  a  man  who 
died.  But  is  this  the  whole  truth  ?  Is  it  not,  in  more  adequate 
language,  a  divine  man  ?  Is  it  not  the  great  miracle  of  omnip- 
otent mercy — Divinity  humanized  to  suffer,  humanity  deified 
to  redeem?  We  suppose  this,  meaning,  not  that  the  Logos 
and  the  man  became  sti'ictly  identified  as  one  being ;  not  that 
the  Divine  Nature,  as  such,  suffered ;  but  that  such  was  the 
peculiar  union  between  the  two  natures,  that  there  is  no  au- 
thorized use  of  language  which  so  adequately  expresses  the  true 
conception,  as  to  say  the  Lord  of  glory  was  crucified,  or  that 
He  who  was  equal  with  God  became  obedient  unto  death.  In 
this  sense,  the  sufferings  and  death  of  the  man  Christ  Jesus 
have,  in  the  true  conception  of  them,  all  the  magnitude  and 
moment  in  respect  to  our  redemption,  which  would  pertain  to 
the  sufferings  and  death  of  the  second  person  in  the  Godhead, 
had  it  been  possible  for  him  to  suffer  and  to  die.  This  is  what 
we  suppose.  And  now  whose  philosophy  shall  deny  it  ?*  Whose 
philosophy  shall  tell  us  the  precise  nature  of  the  union  between 
the  man  Christ  Jesus  and  the  divine  Logos  ?  Whose  philoso- 
phy shall  tell  us  how  remote  this  supposed  union  of  the  human 


^  Nor  is  this,  In  words  and  in  the  strictest  oonstmction,  farther  from  philo- 
lophic  aoconuDj  or  tmth,  than  to  say  that  a  fnan  dm,  intending  his  body  and  not 
hisiool. 
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and  divine  natures  is  from  a  strict  identity  of  substance  and  of 
being  ?  "Wliose  philosophy  shall  measure  and  determine  the 
exaltation  and  worth  which  can  be  given  to  a  human  soul,  by 
such  a  union  with  the  second  person  in  the  Godhead,  as  shall 
approximate  the  nearest  possible  point  of  identity  in  oneness 
of  being  ?  Whose  philosophy  shall  decide  that  any  forms  of 
language  can  adequately  express  the  former,  except  those 
which  in  common  life  would  imply  the  latter,  and  that  even 
those,  instead  of  raising  our  conceptions  above  the  reality,  do 
not  necessarily  leave  them  below  it  ?*  We  admit  that  the  tem- 
porary sufferings  and  the  cruel  death  of  this  holy  man  were 
not,  as  so  much  evil  in  itself,  equal  in  amount  to  that  involved 
in  the  infliction  of  the  penalty  of  sin  on  a  world  of  transgress- 
ors ?  Had  they  been,  they  had  not  been  endured ;  for  nothing, 
in  respect  to  the  diminution  of  evil  or  the  increase  of  good  to 
the  universe,  would  have  been  gained.  The  question  here  is 
not,  whether  the  amount  of  evil,  as  such,  in  the  one  case  is  equal 
to  that  in  the  other.  It  is,  whether  the  evil  incurred  by  the 
Moral  Governor  for  the  purpose  of  showing  his  displeasure  for 
sin,  of  manifesting  his  justice  and  benevolence  to  his  kingdom, 
and  thus  sustaining  his  authority  or  right  to  reign,  is  not  equal 
to  what  he  would  have  incurred  for  the  same  purpose  by  in- 
flicting the  penalty.  And  we  ask  again,  whose  philosophy 
shall  decide  that  the  suficrings  and  death  of  the  man,  exalted, 
and  excellent,  and  worthy  as  he  may  be  in  the  Divine  estima- 
tion by  the  supposed  union  with  the  second  person  of  the  God- 
head,— beloved  and  delighted  in  with  the  intensest  affections  of 
Divine  benevolence, — may  not  be  as  great  an  evil  to  that  benevo- 
lence, and  be  truly  regarded  by  it  with  as  much  benevolent  ab- 
horrence, as  would  be  the  same  evil,  were  the  two  natures  con- 
ceived as  constituting  one  being,  or  as  would  be  the  evil  of 
inflicting  the  legal  penalty  on  a  revolted  world  ?  Whose  philos- 
ophy shall  measure  the  evil  to  infinite  benevolence  of  inflict- 
ing such  suffering  as  Christ  endured,  on  so  spotless,  so  perfect,  so 
exalted,  so  holy  a  being  i  Aside  from  the  consent  of  the  suf- 
ferer, every  principle  of  law,  of  justice,  of  truth  and  goodness, 
had  been  violated — the  empire  of  righteousness  forever  sub- 


o  Leo  the  Great  says,  *'  that  the  effasion  of  the  blood  of  Christ  was  so  rich  in 
price,  that  had  a  uniyerse  of  captives  believed  in  their  Redeemer,  no  derU  could 
have  retained  his  chains.' ' 
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verted.  Whose  philosophy  shall  decide  that  the  evil  incurred 
by  divine  benevolence  in  the  sufferings  and  death  of  Christ,  is 
not  as  great  an  evil  in  the  estimation  of  that  benevolence,  as 
would  have  been  the  infliction  of  the  legal  penalty  on  this  sin- 
ful world  ?  We  say  it  is  not  for  human  reason  to  resolve  such 
an  inquiry  in  the  negative,  by  assumptions  of  what  is  impossi- 
ble in  the  nature  of  things  like  these.  We  fall  back  then  on 
our  supposition,  and  affirm  that  there  is  no  pretense,  on  the 
authority  of  reason  or  philosophy,  to  assert  that  the  union  be- 
tween the  divine  and  human  natures  of  Christ  is  any  thing  less, 
in  the  mode  of  it,  or  in  its  relations  and  actual  results,  than  we 
have  now  supposed  it  to  be.  Wliile  the  supposed  union  would 
require  us  to  admit  a  distinction  of  the  two  natures,  and  au- 
thorize, in  some  cases,  a  corresponding  use  of  language,  still  it 
would  involve  an  intimacy  of  connection  between  them  in 
what,  if  it  be  called  any  thing,  or  distinguished  as  one  thing, 
in  the  use  of  common  terms,  must  be  called  a  being  or  a  per- 
son,— ^an  intimacy  of  connection  which  authorizes  the  same 
forms  of  language,  though  in  a  somewhat  modified  sense,  which 
the  strictest  identity  of  substance  and  being  would  authorize. 
Nor  would  this  use  of  language, — as  when  it  is  said  that  he  who 
is  equal  with  God  takes  the  form  of  a  servant,  and  becomes 
obedient  unto  death, — raise  too  exalted  a  conception,  and  in 
this  respect,  a  false  one,  of  him  who  dies.  What  the  inter- 
preter of  the  language  is  required  to  do  in  such  a  case,  is 
to  avoid  on  the  one  hand,  confounding  the  two  natures,  and 
to  admit  on  the  other,  an  intimacy  of  union  between  them 
which  can  be  nothing  less  in  all  its  supposed  relations — es- 
pecially in  relation  to  the  work  of  our  redemption — than  would 
be  true  were  the  two  natures  united  as  one  being  in  one  sub- 
stance. 

Language  employed  to  denote  the  divine  and  human  natures 
united,  would  necessitate  in  every  mind  that  should  contem- 
plate the  object,  an  engrossing  conception  and  impression  of 
the  divine  nature  of  Him  who  suffers  and  dies.  He  would 
not  unnaturally  be  called  divine  mam^  or  God-man,  or  by 
other  phraseology  which  would  present  the  magnitude  of  the 
sacrifice  made  for  sin.  On  the  present  supposition,  should 
we  read  that  the  Lord  of  glory  was  crucified,  we  should  be 
obliged  to  conceive  that  something  more  than  a  mere  creature 
had  died.     Or  should  we  read  of  the  Church  of  God  (I  know 
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this  is  a  disputed  text)  which  he  purchased  with  his  own  blood, 
we  should  feel  constrained  to  admit  that  the  ransom  involved, 
so  far  as  it  could  in  the  nature  of  things  involve,  Divinity  as 
well  as  humanity  in  the  sacrifice.  Or  should  we  read  in  the 
fuller  and  more  precise  form  of  didactic  statement,  that 
"  Christ  Jesus,  being  in  the  form  of  God,  thought  it  not  rob- 
bery to  be  equal  with  God  ;  but  made  himself  of  no  reputation, 
and  took  upon  him  the  fonn  of  a  servant,  and  was  made  in  the 
likeness  of  men,  and  being  found  in  fashion  as  a  man,  he  hum- 
bled himself  and  became  obedient  unto  death,  even  the  death 
of  the  cross,"  we  should  hear  the  voice  which  saith,  ''  Awake, 

0  sword,  against  the  man  that  is  my  fellow  ;" — we  should  look 
on  Hiin  "  who  is  the  brightness  of  the  Father's  glory  and  the 
express  image  of  his  person,"  as  he  bows  his  head,  gives  up  the 
ghost,  and  exclaims,  ''  It  is  finished  I"  and  we  should  feel  that 
there  is  nothing  great  besides. 

Now  we  do  not  say  that  these  views  are  scriptural — we  do 
not  allege  that  they  are  any  thing  more  than  the  fictions  of  the 
imagination — we  present  them  as  a  mere  hypothesis  concerning 
the  nature  of  an  Atonement  for  the  sins  of  a  lost  world,  in  view 
of  which  the  adequacy  of  an  Atonement  can  be  satisfactorily 
conceived  by  the  human  mind. 

We  have  seen  how  entirely  inadequate  must  be  any  tem- 
porary sufferings  of  a  mere  creature  to  the  end  of  an  Atonement 
under  the  perfect  Moral  Government  of  God.  But  contemplate 
as  we  may  the  greatness  of  the  exigency  arising  from  the  ob- 
stacles to  the  pardon  of  sin, — and  who  can  unduly  magnify 
these  obstacles  and  the  exigency  which  they  create  under 
God's  Moral  Government — a  government  which  ought  to  be, 
and  will  be  upheld  in  all  its  stability  and  perfection,  though 
rebellious  worlds  sink  forever  under  his  severest  displeasure ; — 

1  say  contemplate  as  we  may  the  greatness  of  the  exigency, 
yet  the  more  we  consider  the  greatness  of  the  sacrifice  which 
according  to  the  present  supposition  has  been  made  to  meet  it, 
the  more  we  ponder  the  evil  incurred  by  the  eternal  Father  in 
not  sparing  his  own  Son,  his  well-beloved,  his  only-begotten 
Son — the  worthiest  object  of  his  supreme  love — and  in  deliver- 
ing him  up  for  us  all — the  evil  incurred  by  the  Son  in  emptying 
himself  of  equal  divine  glory,  in  assuming  humanity,  and  dying 
on  the  cross, — the  more  the  equivalency  of  this  evil  to  that  of 
inflicting  the  legal  penalty  will  appear,  the  more  the  perfect 
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adequacy  of  the  former  to  the  end  of  an  Atonement  will  possess 
the  mind,  and  the  more  the  fitness  of  such  an  Atonement  will 
be  seen  to  impart  unfaltering  repose  to  the  trust  and  confidence 
of  the  guilty  world  for  whom  it  is  made.  Let  the  inquiry  be 
put  in  any  form ; — let  it  be  asked  how  a  perfect  God,  feeling 
that  supreme  abhorrence  of  sin  which  he  must  feel,  and  with 
the  intensity  of  infinite  benevolence,  becoming,  as  he  must  be- 
come, a  sin-avenging  God,  can  ever  regard  with  forgiving 
mercy,  complacent  love,  and  rewarding  kindness,  tlie  trans- 
gressions of  his  law, — how  can  a  manifestation  of  an  equal  ab- 
horrence of  sin  be  made  to  that  which  would  be  given  by 
turning  a  revolted  world  into  hell  ?  How  can  God  show  an 
equal  regard  for  his  law,  his  authority,  his  throne  of  moral 
dominion,  as  he  would,  by  sacrificing  for  their  preservation 
the  rebellious  hosts  of  earth  in  the  consuming  fire  of  his  indig- 
nation ;  how  can  the  holiness  of  God,  who  is  of  purer  eyes  than 
to  behold  iniquity,  in  its  recoiling  and  withering  abhorrence  of 
sin,  be  displayed ;  how  can  the  truth  of  God,  which  is  as  the 
great  mountains,  be  vindicated ;  how  can  the  justice  of  God, 
that  column  of  royal  majesty,  be  upheld,  and  yet  the  guilty, 
with  the  defied  penalties  of  sin  averted,  be  received  to  favor  ? 
Here  all  ia  mystery — utter  darkness  to  the  human  intellect. 
Before  tliis  great  problem,  presented  in  any  form,  the  mind  of 
man  retires  baffled — confounded.  No  answer,  can  be  given — 
none  be  conceived.  Christianity  in  its  Orthodox  interpretation, 
alone  gives  the  solution.  Christianity  thus  interpreted,  reveals 
a  triune  Gt)d,  and  shows  the  throne  of  God  upheld  by  the  man 
that  is  hifl  fellow,  and  a  guilty  world  redeemed. 

Thus  is  the  great  crisis  met.  Law  is  magnified  and  made  hon- 
orable. The  pillars  of  eternal  justice  stand  unshaken,  and  the 
splendor  of  its  throne  is  untarnished,  while  mercy  lavishes  all  its 
riches  on  a  guilty  world.  Thus  we  see  the  most  impressive 
spectacle,  the  highest  achievement  of  infinite  goodness  and 
grace,  the  fullest  expression  of  God  in  the  Atonement  of  Christ. 
No  similar  event  can  we  suppose  has  occurred  on  the  theater 
of  the  universe,  or  will  ever  again  occur  in  a  coming  eternity. 
It  has  formed  a  new  epoch  in  the  moral  administration  of  the 
Deity,  and  given  birth  to  a  new  order  of  things  throughout  his 
moral  creation.  It  stands  amid  the  lapse  of  ages  and  the  waste 
of  worlds,  a  solitary  monument,  "  to  the  intent,  that  now  unto 
principalities  and  powers  in  heavenly  places  might  be  made 
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known  by  the  Church  the  manifold  wisdom  of  God." — Vide 
Bobert  HalFs  Works,  voL  i.  p.  2^j5. 

Christianity  thos  interpreted  s«>lves  the  problem  which  God 
alone  can  solve.  On  the  moet  momentous  inquiry  to  a  lost 
world — ^how  can  man  be  just  with  God  J — it  removes  all  rational 
doubt,  satisfies  all  rational  inquiry,  and  gives  all  rational  as- 
sorance.  The  vilest,  the  guiltiest,  even  a  guilty  world,  can  rest 
and  be  at  peace,  in  view  of  the  sacrifice  of  Calvary. 

We  say  then,  that  if  there  be  an  ade«)uate  Atonement  for  sin 
(and  this  our  present  argument  assumes),  then  the  Atonement  of 
Orthodox  Christianity  is  the  only  Aiunement  whose  adequacy 
can  be  satisfactorily  conceived  by  the  human  mind.  It  is  thii 
Atonement,  and  this  only,  which,  in  view  of  its  nature,  can  still 
the  agitations  of  guilt,  and  bring  relief  to  the  laboring  heart  of 
man.  I  do  not  here  a£Srm  what  indeed  I  fully  believe,  that 
in  its  nature  and  perfection  it  bears  the  impress  of  God  as  its 
author.  But  I  ask,  can  man,  reasoning  from  his  necessities  as 
a  sinner  against  God,  and  admitting  the  fact  of  an  Atonement 
for  sin,  deny  the  Atonement  of  Orthodox  Christianity  ?  Can  he 
fail  to  see,  in  the  perfect  adaptation  and  adequacy  of  such  an 
Atonement  to  its  end,  a  strong  presumption  that  it  is  the  verita- 
ble Atonement  which  God  has  provided,  and  an  equally  strong 
presumption  of  the  divine  personality  of  Him  who  hath  re- 
deemed us  to  God  by  his  blood ! 
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IV.— THE  MANNER  IN  WHICH  LANGUAGE  IS  USED  IN  THE  SCRIPTURES 
RESPECTING  THE  MODE  OF  THE  DIVINE  SUBSISTENCE  AND  THE  PER- 
SON OF  CHRIST. 

Lugaage  of  the  8eriptare«  pecQliar  or  self'contradfctory.— The  result  of  Unitarian  and  Trinitarian 
attempts  to  explain  it. — llie  saored  writers  give  no  indications  of  embarrassment.— Natural  in- 
flsrenoe.— Positions  stated.— (L)  Important  to  decide  whether  the  language  is  peculiar.— Opinion 
of  the  Infldel. — Is  the  peculiarity  unauthorized  f— The  first  thing  to  be  decided — before  the  question 
of  inspiration.— Is  the  peculiarity  authorized  and  proper?— If  so,  it  should  be  settled  beforohand. 
— Argued  (1.)  from  known  importance  in  analogous  cases ;  (2.)  from  results  of  overlooking  this ; 
(8.)  ftt>m  the  ease  of  ascertaining  it— (II.)  The  language  of  the  Scriptures  is  marked  by  some 
peculiarity. — ^The  contrary  unsupported  by  evidence.— Primary  and  secondary  import  of  terms. — 
Positive  proof  decisive.— The  common  meaning  involves  absurdity. — An  uncommon  and  peculiar 
import  gives  a  consistent  and  important  meaning. 

It  must  be  confessed,  that  the  language  of  the  Scriptures  re- 
specting the  mode  of  the  divine  subsistence  and  the  person  of 
Christ,  is  either  replete  with  self-contradiction,  or  characterized 
by  some  authorized  peculiarity.  That  the  scriptural  writere 
should  teach  so  unequivocally  as  they  do,  that  there  is  but  one 
God,  and  yet  employ  such  language  concerning  the  Father, 
the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  that  this  language  is  to  be 
interpreted  in  its  literal,  common  import,  cannot  be  supposed 
consistently  with  their  divine  authority.  Hence  Infidels  with 
one  consent,  assuming  that  this  language  is  in  no  respect  pecu- 
liar on  account  of  any  necessity  required  by  the  subject,  pro- 
nounce it  self-contradictory,  and  utterly  subvereive  of  the  claim 
of  the  writers  to  divine  inspiration.* 

It  is  in  these  circumstances  that  the  defenders  of  divine  reve- 
lation— both  Trinitarians  and  Unitarians — are  shut  up  to  the 
necessity  either  of  admitting  the  self-contradictions  of  tlie  sacred 
writers,  or  of  vindicating  them  from  the  charge,  on  the  ground 
of  some   avthm^ized  peculiarity  in   their   language,  and  on 


o  What  sort  of  impoetors,  it  may  be  asked,  were  those  who  invented  and  ut- 
tered such  a  palpable  absurdity  as  the  Infidel  pretends,  and  yet  expected  the 
world  to  receive  the  hnovm  falsehood  as  truth  taught  by  divine  inspiration  ? 
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this,  the  methods  of  this  vindication  adopted  by  both  Trini- 
tarians and  Unitarians,  though  widely  different,  may  be  said 
wholly  to  dej)end.  Tlie  words  now  referred  to  are  those  of  or- 
dinary use,  and  have  a  primary  or  common  and  literal  import 
IIow,  for  example,  can  the  word  God  and  the  word  man^  as 
they  are  applied  to  Christ, — how  can  the  words  Father^  Son^  and 
ITohj  Ghofft^  as  they  are  used  in  the  baptismal  formula, — how 
can  the  language  concerning  the  Logos,  in  the  first  chapter  of 
John's  Gospel, — be  interpreted  in  any  of  the  diverse  meanings 
adopted  by  Unitarians,  without  supposing  some  peculiar  use  of 
them — some  modification  of  their  common  literal  meaning  ? 

It  is  true,  that  Unitarians  are  not  agreed  among  themselves 
in  any  one  method  of  vindicating  the  language  under  consider- 
ation from  absurdity,  and  in  giving  it  what  they  regard  as  a 
consistent  and  authorized  meaning.  Every  method  however, 
to  which  they  resort  for  the  purpose  specified,  will  be  found 
on  close  examination,  to  imply  some  peculiarity  in  the  use  of  the 
language.  Tims,  when  the  same  words  and  forms  of  expression 
which  are  confessedly  applied  to  the  self-existent  and  eternal 
Being  to  distinguish  him  from  all  others,  are  also  applied  to 
Christ,  the  latter  is  supposed  by  some  to  teach  that  Christ  is  a 
subordinate  Deity  begotten  of  the  Father,  and  as,  under  the 
self-existent  God,  creating,  upholding,  and  governing  the  uni- 
verse ;  by  some,  that  he  is  a  super-angelic  being  employed 
as  an  instrumental  agent  in  the  formation  of  the  solar  system, 
or  at  lejist  of  this  world ;  by  others,  that  he  is  a  mere  man  or 
other  creature,  possessing  a  delegated  omnipotence  or  creative 
power ;  by  some  that  while  he  is  a  mere  man,  he  is  entitled  on 
account  of  his  exaltation  to  the  right  hand  of  the  Father,  to  re- 
ligious worship  from  angels  and  from  men ;  and  by  some,  that 
while  he  is  a  mere  man,  and  not  entitled  to  such  worship,  he 
19  highly  exalted  above  all  creatures  by  his  oflSce  as  Messiah,  or 
Mighty  Prince,  who  reigns  over  this  world,  and  whose  domin- 
ion shall  endure  for  many  ages  to  come.  Thus  the  language 
above  specified,  when  applied  to  Christ,  is  supposed  by  Unita- 
rians to  be  modified,  and  to  be  used  in  a  sense  more  or  less  re- 
stricted, accoixHng  to  ilxQ^  peculiar  nature  of  the  subject  in  the 
view  of  the  difleront  interpreters.  In  like  manner,  when  they 
resort  to  j^^rsonijicaiion  in  the  use  of  the  word  Logos^  and  the 
phrase  Iloly  Sj>inf^  they  suppose  a  use  of  language  which, 
compared  with  the  primary,  literal  meaning  of  the  words,  is 
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peculiar  on  account  of  the  nature  of  the  subject,  not  to  say  very 
peculiar  also  in  other  respects. 

It  is  equally  manifest,  that  the  Trinitarian  construction  of  the 
language  under  consideration,  not  less  than  the  Unitarian,  pro- 
ceeds on  the  supposition  of  a  peculiar  use  of  ordinary  terms, 
which  results  from  the  nature  of  the  subject.  Trinitarians 
maintain,  that  however  the  language  is  to  be  interpreted,  the 
Scriptures,  so  far  as  words  are  concerned,  assert  that  there  is 
but  one  God,  and  also,  that  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy 
Ghost  are  three  divine  persons,  that  each  is  God,  that  each 
possesses  divine  attributes,  that  each  performs  divine  works 
and  receives  divine  worship  ;  that  one  of  these  persons  was  in 
the  beginning,  that  he  was  with  God  and  was  God,  that  he  was 
made  flesh  and  dwelt  among  us,  that  he  was  in  the  world  and 
that  the  world  was  made  by  him,  that  he  was  a  man,  that  he 
increased  in  wisdom,  that  he  was  ignorant  of  the  day  of  judg- 
ment and  of  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  that  he  was  a  de- 
scendant of  Israel,  that  he  knew  all  things,  that  he  is  omnipres- 
ent and  omnipotent,  that  he  is  the  final  judge  of  the  world, and 
Gx>d  over  all,  blessed  forever ;  that  he  was  born  of  a  virgin  in 
Bethlehem  of  Judea,  that  he  was  before  all  things,  that  he  had 
glory  with  the  Father  before  the  world  was,  and  was  loved  of 
the  Father  before  the  foundation  of  the  world ;  that  he  was 
equal  with  God,  was  made  in  the  likeness  of  men,  that  he  be- 
came obedient  unto  death,  that  he  created  all  things,  that  he 
upholds  all  things  by  the  word  of  his  power,  that  he  rendered 
divine  worship  to  the  Father,  and  was  himself  the  object  of 
divine  worsliip ;  that  he  addressed  God  as  his  God,  and  was 
addressed  by  God  himself  saying,  "  Thy  throne,  O  God,  is  for- 
ever and  ever."  The  Trinitarian  not  only  maintains  that  these 
things,  so  far  as  words  are  concerned,  are  asserted  in  the  Scrip- 
tures, but  is  forward  to  admit  that  as  many  verbal  contradic- 
tions, and  that  if  the  words  be  interpreted  in  their  primary 
literal  meaning,  as  many  that  are  real,  can  be  charged  upon 
this  use  of  language  as  the  Unitarian  and  the  Infidel  are  pleased 
to  allege.  * 

But  while  all  this,  on  the  present  supposition  of  the  primary 
literal  use  of  the  language,  can  be  done  to  any  assignable  ex- 
tent, the  sacred  writers  themselves  furnish  not  the  slightest 
evidence  that  in  their  own  view  they  occasion  any  embarrass- 
ment to  their  readers.    The  language  is  not  characterized  by 
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the  authorized  obscurity  of  enigma,  of  allegory,  of  prophetic 
annunciation,  or  of  typical  or  symbolic  representation.  It  be- 
trays no  artistic  plan,  no  dramatic  or  other  contrivance  for 
representing  that  to  be  real  which  is  not  real.  It  bears  none 
of  the  peculiar  marks  of  figurative  or  metaphorical  language. 
Nor  is  it  the  unusual  and  often  occult  language  of  scientific 
refinement  and  analysis.  It  is  accompanied  by  no  logical  defi- 
nitions or  explanations,  nor  employed  as  needing  any  to  render 
it  intelligible,  nor  with  an  indication  of  a  suspicion  that  it 
would  be  unintelligible  or  absurd  in  the  view  of  its  readers. 
It  is  the  language  of  plain  men  in  practical  life  writing  or 
speaking  for  the  instruction  of  plain  men, — the  language  of  com- 
mon life  consisting  of  common  words  in  common  forms  of  com- 
bination ;  language,  the  meaning  of  which,  in  all  these  respects, 
is  fitted  to  the  apprehension  of  the  most  ordinary  capacity ; 
language  which  all  men  know  how  to  interpret  and  under- 
stand, which  the  writers  themselves  obviously  expected  would 
be  correctly  interpreted  and  understood,  and  which,  »as  we 
hope  to  show,  aside  from  all  perversion,  would  be  so  inter- 
preted and  understood,  without  exception,  by  all  its  readers. 
At  the  same  time  it  is  language, which  if  employed  by  men 
who  could  be  supposed  to  be  weak-minded,  or  ignorant,  or  be- 
side themselves  and  maddened  by  a  learned  fanaticism, — men 
careless  and  reckless  in  the  use  of  it,  having  sinister  designs 
to  accomplish,  and  conforming  to  any  prevalent  opinions  and 
prejudices  of  others  ;  or  by  men  liable  from  any  cause  to  pro- 
pound false,  contradictory,  and  senseless  propositions,  and 
which,  if  interpreted  as  ordinary  language  in  all  ordinary 
cases  ought  to  be  and  would  be,  must  inevitably  convict  the 
writers  of  uttering  the  most  palpable  absurdities  and  nonsense. 
And  yet  these  confused,  incongruous,  and  inextricably  per- 
plexed and  pei'plexing  forms  of  expression — ^for  such  they  are 
when  considered  as  ordinary  forms  on  an  ordinary  subject — 
are  not  of  such  rare  occurrence  that  they  can  be  accounted  for 
as  errors  of  transcription,  or  as  corruptions  of  the  original  text ; 
but  they  are  frequent — constantly,  as  it  were,  meeting  the  reader 
in  the  Old  as  really  as  in  the  New  Testament,  in  inseparable 
alliance  with  the  substantial  truths  of  Christianity.  On  the 
part  of  the  writers  there  is  no  studied  design  to  avoid  them — 
no  stopping  to  explain  or  to  vindicate,  to  reconcile  or  adjust — 
and  especially  no  solicitude  to  prevent  misapprehension ;  but 


SKETCH   OF   THE   ARGUMENT  93 

fearless  alike  of  all  misunderstanding  or  distortion  of  their  ac- 
tual meaning,  either  by  uncandid  dullness,  captious  criticism, 
or  malignant  perversion,  they  go  on  with  clear,  unqualified, 
unexplained  statements  of  subject  and  predicate,  as  the  exi- 
gency arising  from  the  course  of  thought  in  each  instance  de- 
mands. Thus  they  calmly  leave  all  to  the  honest  simplicity  of 
the  reader,  and  to  his  professed  submission  to  their  divine  au- 
thority, to  gather  from  every  sentence  and  every  word  the 
intended  meaning,  as  truth  coming  through  the  proper  and 
authorized  forms  of  human  language  from  the  mouth  of  God 
himself. 

"With  these  things  in  view  it  is  manifestly  a  fundamental  in- 
quiry in  the  present  discussion,  whether  there  is  any  peculiarity y 
and  especially  any  authorized  and  proper  peculiarity  in  the  use 
of  the  language  under  consideration;  and  if  so,  what  this  pe- 
culiarity is  f 

The  decision  of  this  must  lie  at  the  foundation  of  the  greater 
question,  what  is  truth  in  respect  to  the  mode  of  the  divine 
subsistence ;  for  until  the  former  is  decided,  no  satisfactory  or 
even  plausible  attempt  can  be  made  to  determine  the  princi- 
ples of  interpreting  the  language,  nor  of  course  to  ascertain  its 
meaning  according  to  these  principles.  On  its  decision  depends 
nothing  less  than  whether  the  language  has  an  absurd  meaning, 
or  none  at  all,  or  a  consistent  and  true  one — in  short,  nothing 
less  than  whether  the  Scriptures  are  a  divine  revelation  or  not. 
A  peculiar  importance  also  pertains  to  this  inquiry,  because,  as 
it  seems  to  me,  bpth  Trinitarians  and  Unitarians  in  the  contro- 
versy between  them,  by  unwarily  overlooking  the  question,  or 
by  mistaking  an  unauthorized  and  improper  use  of  language 
for  an  authorized  and  proper  one,  have  often  adopted  an  in- 
sufficient and  unsatisfactory  mode  of  reasoning  on  the  main 
question. 

I  propose  therefore  to  show — 

Z  27ie  importance  of  deciding  the  preliminary  inquiry — 
whether  the  language  under  consideration  is  characterized  by 
any  peculiarity^  and  especially  hy  any  authorized  and  proper 
peculiarity  in  its  use;  amd  if  so^  what  is  itf 

n.  The  language  is  characterized  by  some  peculiarity  in  its  use. 

m.  It  is  erroneously  assumed  both  by  Trinitarians  and 
Unitarians,  as  characterized  in  its  use  by  an  unauthorized 
peculiarity. 
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IV.  It  is  characterized  by  a  proper  pecnliaritr  in  its  use — 
one  which  is  fuUv  authorized  and  demanded  by  the  nature  of 
the  subject,  the  tri-j>eiS'.»nality  of  one  God — and  by  the  facts 
and  circumstances  of  the  case. 

I  ]>roceed  then  to  show — 

I.  Tlie  importance  of  deciding  the  preliminary  inquiry — 
whether  the  language  under  consideration  is  characterized  by 
any  peculiarity,  and  especially  by  any  authorized  and  proper 
peculiarity  in  its  use ;  and  if  so,  by  what  I 

It  nmst  then  be  admitted,  either  that  there  is  no  pecnliarity 
in  the  use  of  the  language  as  compared  with  the  use  of  the 
same  terms  in  their  common  literal  meaning,  or  that  if  there  is, 
it  is  either  an  authorized  or  an  unauthorized  peculiarity. 

The  Infidel  maintains  that  there  is  no  peculiarity  in  the  use 
of  the  language  either  authorized  or  unauthorized,  but  strenu- 
ously insists  that  the  language  is  that  of  the  ordinary,  literal 
use  of  the  words,  that  it  is  therefore  to  be  interpreted  strictly, 
and  to  the  letter,  and  that  thus  interpreted,  it  is  in  its  actual 
meaning  contradictory  and  absurd,  and  subversive  of  the  in- 
spiration of  the  writers.  Xor  if  these  premises  be  admitted, 
can  the  conclusion  be  denied.  And  yet  who  has  shown  by 
any  legitimate  process  of  reasoning,  that  these  premises  are  not 
to  be  admitted  i  Here  then  is  a  preliminarj'  question,  which 
must  be  decided  on  its  own  independent  grounds,  before  any 
attempt  can  be  made  to  interpret  the  language  with  success. 
Until  this  be  done,  the  question  whether  the  scriptural  writers 
do  not  abound  in  contradictions  and  absurdities  in  the  use  of 
the  language,  is  also  undecided.  If  it  be  settled  in  the  affirma- 
tive, the  charge  of  numerous  contradictions  and  absurdities 
with  their  consequences,  must  be  admitted ;  if  in  the  negative, 
it  involves  a  peculiarity  in  the  use  of  tlie  language,  and  this 
pecnliarity  is  either  authorized  or  unauthorized. 

Shall  we  then  suppose  an  unauthorized  peculiarity?  This 
renders  the  language  incapable  of  any  reliable  interpretation, 
and  all  inquiry  conceniing  its  import  nugatory  and  useless. 
On  this  supfK)6ition,  no  meaning  can  be  authorized  by  any  laws 
of  interpretation  applicable  to  the  case,  and  therefore  none  in 
the  lowest  degree.  Both  the  Trinitarian  and  Unitarian  mean- 
ings on  this  supposition  are  wholly  arbitrary  and  groundless, 
and  equally  remote  from  vindicating  the  inspiraticm  of  the 
writers.     The  language,  being  wholly  without  any  reliable 
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meaning,  is  neither  less  dishonorable  to  the  writers,  nor  less 
nseless  to  their  readers,  than  contradictory  and  absurd.  K 
then,  the  interpretation  of  the  language  by  both  Trinitarians 
and  Unitarians,  proceeds — as  I  shall  have  occasion  to  show 
hereafter — on  the  ground  not  merely  of  a  peculiarity,  as  all  just 
interpretation  of  it  must,  but  of  an  unauthorized  peculiarity  in 
the  use  of  the  language,  the  consequence  is,  that  the  Intidel, 
tmassailed  by  either  party,  is  strong  in  his  position  respecting 
the  ordinary  use  and  consequent  absurdity  of  the  language, 
and  that  the  truth,  whether  with  the  Trinitarian  or  Unitarian, 
16  left  undefended.  The  language,  according  to  the  present 
supposition,  being  incapable  of  any  reliable  interpretation  or 
meaning,  both  the  Trinitarian  and  Unitarian  meanings  are  un- 
worthy of  respect,  and  the  inspiration  of  the  writers  must  be 
abandoned. 

Every  honest  inquirer  after  truth,  before  he  can  consistently 
be  either  a  Trinitarian  or  Unitarian,  must  decide  in  what 
manner  the  language  of  the  Scriptures  under  consideration  is 
employed.  On  the  decision  of  this  question  depends  tliat  of 
another, — ^whether  the  language  admits  of  any  reliable  inter- 
pretation and  meaning  or  not.  K  he  decides  that  the  language 
is  used  in  the  primary,  literal  meaning  of  the  words,  or  is 
characterized  by  no  peculiarity  in  its  use,  the  consequence,  in 
view  of  its  manifold  contradictions  and  absurdities,  is  Infidelity. 
If  he  decides  that  the  language  is  characterized  in  its  use  by 
an  unauthorized  and  improper  peculiarity,  the  consequence,  in 
view  of  the  language  as  nothing  but  a  jargon  of  unmeaning 
sounds,  is  still  Infidelity.  Thus,  on  the  supposition  of  either  of 
these  decisions,  logical  consistency  shuts  up  the  honest  inquirer 
to  the  denial  of  the  inspiration  and  divine  authority  of  the 
Scriptures.  It  is  only  on  the  supposition  that  he  decides  that 
the  language  is  characterized  in  its  use  by  an  authorized  and 
proper  peculiarity,  and  by  just  interpretation  gives  a  meaning 
free  from  all  absurdity,  that  he  can  avoid  Infidelity  as  the  true 
logical  result. 

I  am  aware  that  many  suppose  that  the  first  question  with 
the  honest  inquirer  after  truth  is,  were  the  writers  of  the  book 
divinely  inspired  ?  I  readily  admit  that  their  inspiration  must 
be  determined  before  we  can  decide  on  their  divine  authority 
that  what  they  say,  that  is,  that  the  meaning  of  tlieir  language 
is  true.    But  before  we  can  settle  the  question  of  their  inspira- 
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tion  we  must  decide  some  others,  particularly  whether  they 
use  language  in  an  unauthorized  and  improper  manner ;  and  if 
not,  whether  they  use  it  in  its  primary,  literal  meaning, — that 
is,  in  a  meaning  which  is  replete  with  contradiction  and  ab- 
surdity.    On  the  decision  of  these  questions  the  proof  of  their 
inspiration  depends,  and  they  must  therefoi*e  be  settled  before 
it  can  be  known  that  there  is  not  decisive  evidence  against 
their  inspinition.    The  inspiration  of  the  writers  being  justly 
assumed,  they  cannot  be  reasonably  supposed  to  use  language 
which,  according  to  the  laws  of  usage,  can  have  no  meaning. 
But  how  can  their  inspiration  be  justly  assumed  as  proof  that 
their  language  lias  any  actual  meaning  according  to  such  laws, 
when  it  is  presumed  to  be  used  in  an  unauthorized  and  improper 
manner,  which  precludes  all  meaning  according  to  such  laws! 
For  if  the  hmguage,  according  to  the  laws  of  usage,  is  mean- 
ingless on  the  supi)osition  that  they  are  not  inspired,  it  is  equally 
so  on  the  supposition  that  they  are.     The  supposition  of  their 
inspiration  in  such  a  case  is  not  only  wholly  admissible  because 
the  fact  is  disproved,  but  it  cannot  furnish   the  shadow  of 
evidence  as  to  what  the  meaning  of  the  writere  is,  or  that  they 
have  any.     I  further  admit,  that  the  inspiration  of  the  writers 
being  justly  assumed,  they  cannot  be  supposed  to  utter  contra- 
diction.    But  how  can  their  inspiration  be  justly  assumed  as 
the  proof  that  they  do  not  utter  contradiction,  when  without 
this  assumption,  and  according  to  the  just  laws  of  interpreta- 
tion, the  proof  is  decisive  that  they  do  utter  contradiction  I 
When  the  laws  of  interpretation  convict  them  of  uttering  ab- 
surdity, how  can  the  supposition  of  their  inspiration  exempt 
tkem  from  the  charge  ?    If  it  be  said  that  there  is  as  much 
evidence  that  the  writers  do  not  use  either  meaningless  or  con- 
tradictory language,  as  there  is  that  they  were  inspired,  and 
that  this  amounts  to  a  strong  presumption  that  they  do  not  use 
the  language  in  either  of  these  modes,  it  may  be  fully  admitted. 
But  such  fi  pre8umpti<m  cannot  amount  to  good  proof  ^o  long  as 
It  IS  or  may  be  balanced  or  outweighed  by  opposing  evidence. 
And  who  shall  affirm  the  inspiration  of  the  writers,  unless  it  be 
first  made  to  appear  that  they  do  not  use  language  in  a  manner 
which  involves  them  in  abundant  and  irretrievable  self-contra- 
diction?   EspecjaUy  how  can  the  Trinitarian  or  the  Unitarian 
affirm  it,  while  in  interpretmg  their  language,  he  proceeds  on 
the  assumption  that  it  is  used  in  that  unauthorized  and  im- 
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proper  manner  which  necessarily  deprives  it  of  all  meaning  ? 
If  it  be  said  that  the  evidence  of  their  inspiration  far  outweighs 
the  evidence  either  of  an  imaiithorized  use  of  the  language,  or 
of  its  absurd  meaning,  this,  in  the  case  as  now  supposed,  that 
is,  while  the  question  concerning  the  manner  of  use  is  unde- 
cided, is  more  easily  said  than  proved. 

Besides,  is  it  credible  that  God  should  hold  men  resjionsible 
for  believing  the  inspiration  of  the  scriptural  writers,  when 
their  language  must  either  be  so  interpreted  as  to  be  replete 
with  contradiction  and  absurditv,  or  be  assumed  to  be  utterlv 
incapable  of  any  meaning  according  to  the  laws  of  usage? 
Must  we  thus  divest  the  language  of  all  truth  to  save  the  infal- 
libility of  the  writers — destroy  the  revelation  to  i:)reserve  its 
divine  authority?  Such  an  expedient  is  as  vain  for  the  pur- 
pose, as  it  is  unworthy  of  the  cause  which  it  is  intended  to 
subserve.  We  must  admit  the  reality  of  the  language  as  a 
vehicle  of  thought  according  to  the  laws  of  usage,  nor  shrink 
from  a  just  application  of  these  laws  in  its  interpretation,  be 
the  consequences  what  they  may. 

It  is  in  vain  then  that  the  Trinitarian  and  Unitarian  appeal 
to  the  inspiration  of  the  scriptural  writers  for  the  purpose  ol 
sustaining  their  respective  meanings  of  the  language  under 
consideration,  imtil  the  previous  question  concerning  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  language  is  used,  is  decided  on  other  grounds. 
That  the  Trinitarian  and  Unitarian  should  gratuitously  assume 
that  the  writers  were  inspired,  and  that  the  one  should  arbitra 
rily  give  one  meaning  and  the  other  a  different  one  to  the  lan- 
guage of  these  writers,  and  thus  both  proceed  on  the  gratuitous 
assumption  of  an  unauthorized  and  improper  use  of  the  lan- 
guage, cannot  satisfy  any  candid  and  enlightened  inquirer 
after  truth. 

This  brings  me  to  consider  th^  third  supposition  before 
stated,  \H[z.,  that  the  language  under  consideration  is  charac- 
terized in  its  use  by  an  authoinzed  and  proper  peadinnty.  If 
this  be  so — if  the  language,  instead  of  being  characteiized  by 
no  peculiaAty^  or  by  one  which  is  unauthorized  and  improper^ 
is  characterized  by  an  authorized  kh^  proper  peculiarity — then 
to  ascertain  the  fact,  and  the  nature  of  this  peculiarity,  is  of 
essential  importance  in  this  discussion.  This  will  appear  from 
the  following  considerations : 

(1.)  From  the  well-known  importance  of  ascertaining  the 
7  6 
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same  general  fact,  and  the  nature  of  it  in  analogous  cases. 
Every  competent  judge  knows  that  authorized  peculiarities  in 
the  use  of  language,  compared  with  the  common,  primary, 
literal  use  of  words,  are  not  only  frequent  and  almost  constant, 
but  to  a  great  extent  necessary  to  the  ends  of  speaking  and 
writing.  It  is  equally  undeniable,  that  language  thus  used, 
must  be  as  truly  subject  to  fixed  laws  in  its  use  and  interpre- 
tation as  any  other,  and  that  otherwise  it  must  utterly  fail  of 
the  end  for  which  language  is  employed.  Who  does  not  know 
this  to  be  true  in  respect  to  much  of  the  language  of  prophecy, 
of  allegory,  and  of  parable — all  metaphorical  and  figurative 
language — all  which  is  used  in  a  secondary  sense  ?  These  pe- 
culiar uses  of  language  vary  in  diflerent  cases,  and  are  author- 
ized and  required  for  diflferent  reasons.  Hence  the  knowledge 
of  these  reasons,  and  of  all  the  material  facts  and  circumstances 
in  each  particular  case,  is  indispensable  to  a  correct  interpreta- 
tion of  the  language.  Tlie  general  nature  of  the  subject — the 
character  and  condition  of  the  writer,  and  of  those  for  whom 
he  writes — the  more  general  or  particular  ends  he  has  in  view, 
and  the  means  of  accomplishing  them  which  are  available  in 
the  case,  have  a  decisive  influence  in  occasioning  the  pecuhar 
use  of  language,  and  also  in  determining  its  meaning.  It  is 
in  vain  therefore,  to  attempt  to  interpret  language  when  em- 
ployed in  a  peculiar  manner,  without  regard  to  these  consider- 
ations and  the  nature  of  the  peculiarity.  What  is  thus  true  in 
all  cases  of  this  kind  must  of  course,  according  to  the  supposi- 
tion, be  true  of  the  present  case. 

(2.)  If  the  language  under  consideration  be  characterized  in 
its  use  by  a  proper  peculiarity,  the  importance  of  recognizing 
the  fact  and  the  nature  of  the  peculiarity,  is  obvious,  from  the 
natural  and  highly  probable  results  of  overlooking  these  things 
in  the  inteii^retation  of  the  language.  Even  supposing,  what 
I  would  by  no  means  deny,  that  the  actual  meaning  of  the  lan- 
guage has  to  no  inconsiderable  extent  been  obtained  by  the 
common-sense  process,  or  when  judged  of  for  practical  pur- 
poses, still  if  the  speculative  or  scientific  process  of  critics  and 
interpreters  has  been  in  any  respect  erroneous  and  inconclu- 
sive, then  the  actual  meaning  is  left  without  a  full  and  thor- 
ough defense,  and  viewed  in  this  respect,  unworthy  of  reli- 
ance. On  any  other  supposition  than  the  present — that  of  an 
authorized  peculiarity  in  the  use  of  language,  if  this  be  the 
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true  one — the  results,  being  obtained  only  by  s^me  arbitrary 
assumption,  would  themselves  be  wholly  arbitrary.  Infidels — 
assuming  that  there  is  no  peculmrity  in  the  use  of  the  language, 
and  having  no  respect  for  the  good  sense  and  integrity  of  the 
writers,  much  less  for  their  inspiration — would  of  course  find 
in  it  only  contradictory  and  absurd  meanings.  Trinitarians 
and  Unitarians,  maintaining  the  inspiration  of  the  writers,  and 
proceeding  by  difl^erent  processes  of  interpretation,  might  claim 
to  vindicate  the  language  from  absurdity.  Both  processes 
however,  depending  not  on  the  ground  of  an  authorised  and 
proper^  but  on  the  assumption  of  an  unauthorized  and  im- 
proper  peculiarity  in  the  use  of  the  language,  would  be  wholly 
arbitrary,  and  their  results  alike  exegetically  invalid.  And 
further — what  diversity  of  meanings  would  diflferent  individ- 
uals of  these  parties  in  the  controversy  be  likely  to  obtain,  so 
that  it  would  not  be  strange  if  neither,  as  a  party,  agree  more 
with  itself  than  each  should  agree  with  the  other.  Interpret- 
ing the  language  on  the  assumption  of  an  unauthorized  and 
improper  use,  they  could  be  guided  in  its  interpretation  by  no 
established  principles.  The  process  and  results  must  be  wholly 
arbitrary,  having  no  other  warrant  or  even  plausibility,  than 
such  consistency  as  the  ingenuity  of  the  interpreters  could  give 
them.  I  do  not  affirm  that  such  have  been  the  actual  results 
of  both  the  Trinitarian  and  Unitarian  interpretation  of  the  lan- 
guage under  consideration,  but  I  ask,  do  they  not  show  the 
entire  absence  of  any  of  those  fixed  principles  which  control 
the  authorized  and  proper  use  and  interpretation  of  language  ? 
Have  not  a  large  class  of  interpreters,  both  Trinitarian  and 
Unitarian,  employed  their  ingenuity  in  arbitrarily  obtaining  a 
meaning  which  shall  exempt  the  language  from  absurdity,  ra- 
ther than  in  showing  that  it  is  used  in  a  peculiar  and  proper 
manner,  and  in  determining  its  meaning  as  so  used,  whether 
it  be  absurd  or  not?  Must  not  such  a  method  greatly  mar 
the  defense  of  the  meaning  obtained  by  it,  in  the  view  of 
the  enlightened  inquirer  after  truth,  and  be  deeply  calamitous 
to  the  cause  which  it  is  designed  to  subserve  ?  And  can  it  be 
rationally  expected  that  these  and  other  evils  of  interpreting 
the  language,  as  if  it  were  not  characterized  by  any  authorized 
peculiarity  in  its  use,  will  ever  be  pi'evented,  without  ascertain- 
ing its  nature,  and  being  guided  by  it  in  the  interpretation  of 
the  language  f 
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(3.)  On  the  supposition  of  an  autlumzed  cmd  proper  pe-^^^ 
iarity  in  the   use  of  the  language   under  consideration,        its 
meaning  may  be  easily  and  surely  obtained,  for  languag^^  w 
subject  to  fixed  and  well-known  laws  of  interpretation.    L*»^n- 
guago  used  in  the  primary,  literal  meaning  of  the  words,  is  "M^ot 
the  only  kind  whose  meaning  can  be  determined  by  such  la^^^* 
Metaphorical  and  figurative  language — that  which  is  used  in  « 
secondary  sense — language  turned  from  its  primary  meaning 
either  by  extenduig  or  restricting  that  meaning,  and  this,  not 
only  when  it  is  thus  turned  or  modified,  but  when  the  ne^^^ 
meaning,  as  often  happens,  becomes  by  subsequent  usage  as 
established  as  the  pnmary — in  these  cases  and  in  all  others, 
language,  as  the  vehicle  of  thought,  is  subject  to  fixed  laws  of 
interpretation.     Such  changes  are,  to  a  vast  extent,  necessary 
to  the  existence  and  the  ends  of  language,  and  are  made  ac- 
cording to  certain  laws  or  principles  which  control  them,  and 
determine  their  propriety ;  so  that  however  novel  or  singular 
they  may  be,  if  made  according  to  these  laws,  tliey  arepjrper/ 
being  sanctioned  by  the  laws  of  usage  which  control  such 
changes.    Thus  a  peculiar  use  of  language  becomes  in  many 
cases  as  proper  a  use  as  the  common  literal  one ;  and  the  mean- 
ing of  a  word  or  a  sentence  when  employed  in  a  peculiar 
manner,  is  as  easily  and  surely  determined  by  the  laws  of  in- 
terpretation applicable  to  the  case,  as  when  words  are  employed 
in  their  primary,  literal  meaning.     Indeed  almost  no  important 
words,  those  of  the  exact  sciences  excepted,  reveal  in  their 
actual  use,  their  own  meaning.     This,  in  cases  innumerable, 
must  be  determined  by  circumstantial  considerations,  which,  if 
the  language  be  properly  used,  will  decisively  show  that  some 
one  of  two  or  more  diflferent  meanings  which  the  mere  word 
will  bear,  is  the  meaning  intended.     Otherwise  tlie  writer  is  in 
fault,  and  his  language  is  unauthorized  and  improper.     The 
cases  in  which  a  peculiar  use  of  language  occurs,  by  turning 
w^ords  from  their  primary  literal  meaning,  are  very  diverse, 
ThQ  propriety  of  such  a  change  in  any  particular  case  does  not 
depend  on  any  previous  use  of  the  same  words  in  the  same 
manner.    The  peculiar  use,  if  conformable  to  the  general  laws 
of  change,  is  proper  and  fully  authorized  in  the  first  instance, 
or  in  a  single  instance  of  change.    Besides  those  cases  of  pecul- 
iar use  which  are  familiar  to  all  in  what  we  call  figurative 
language,  there  is  another  which  may  be  called  secondary. 


DIFFERENT   SENSES   OF   WORDS.  101 

Among  the  important  cases  of  this  kind  there  are  two  wliich 
deserve  notice.  One  is,  when  a  word  in  the  first  instance  of 
change  is  used  figuratively  as  opposed  to  literally,  and  when, 
by  subsequent  common  usage  in  the  same  application,  it  loses 
its  figurative  character  by  losing  its  primary  meaning  in  this 
application,  and  becomes  in  this  limited,  but  secondary  mean- 
ing, a  literal  word.  This  might  be  illustrated  by  such  words 
as  conception,  perception,  apprehension,  stage-post,  and  a  va- 
riety of  others.  Another  case,  and  one  to  which  we  shall  here- 
after call  particular  attention,  is,  when  the  change  in  meaning 
has  no  connection  with  any  figurative  use  of  the  word,  but  de- 
pends merely  on  some  change  in  our  knowledge  or  belief,  or 
rather  in  our  conception  of  the  subject  which  is  modified  by 
this.  Words  change  their  meaning  to  correspond  with  our 
conceptions  of  things  of  which  words  are  the  signs.  The 
words  heaven  and  earth  have,  by  the  extension  of  our  concep- 
tions in  some  respects,  and  the  restriction  of  them  in  others, 
greatly  changed  their  meaning  since  Moses  wrote,  "  In  the  be- 
ginning God  created  the  heaven  and  the  earth."  Thus  all  the 
peculiar  uses  of  words  are  seccytidary.  Some  however,  are 
strictly  figurative  as  well  as  secondary.  Others,  though  at  first 
figurative,  by  use  lose  their  representative  chai'acter  and  be- 
come in  their  secondary  use  literal  terms;  while  others  without 
being  used  figuratively,  are  employed  in  a  secondaiy  meaning 
as  opposed  to  their  primary,  as  our  conceptions  are  modified 
by  extension  or  restriction.  Diverse  however,  as  are  the  cases 
in  which  language  is  used  in  a  peculiar  manner,  it  is  subject  to 
fixed  laws  in  respect  to  the  use  and  interpretation  of  the  words 
employed.  The  principles  of  intei-preting  such  language  are 
not,  it  is  true,  in  all  respects  the  same  in  all  cases,  much  less 
are  they  the  same  as  tliose  of  interpreting  the  same  words  when 
employed  in  their  primary,  literal  sense.  But  they  are  the 
principles  of  interpreting  such  words  when  employed  in  the 
peculiar  manner  in  which  they  are  used  in  each  pai-ticular 
instance,  and  as  such  are  as  familiarly  kno>vn,  and  may  be  as 
successfully  applied  by  mankind  generally  in  each  particular 
case,  as  other  principles  in  any  other  case.  Nor  is  this  all. 
The  peculiar  use  of  language  in  most  cases  in  which  it  is  a/u- 
thorized  and  proper,  and  especially  in  those  in  which  it  results 
from  a  change  in  our  conceptions  of  things,  is  the  most  natural, 
and  for  popular  purposes  the  best.    With  these  things  in  view, 


102  THE   TRINITY. 

the  supposed  peculiarity  in  the  use  of  the  scriptural  language 
under  consideration  can  be  no  sufficient  cause  for  surprise, 
even  when  the  language  is  considered  as  designed  to  convey 
to  the  popular  mind  some  peculiar  truths  concerning  the  mode 
of  the  divine  subsistence  and  the  person  of  Christ.  On  the 
contrary,  it  may  be  what  was  to  be  confidently  expected  as 
being  what  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  subject,  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  and  the  ends  to  be  accomplished,  imperiously  de- 
manded. Indeed  it  may  appear,  with  just  views  of  the  rea- 
sons for  the  supposed  peculiar  use  of  language  in  this  case,  that 
such  a  use  should  not  be  adopted,  or  that  any  other  in  its  stead 
should  be,  would  be  not  only  surprising,  but  incredible.  Nor 
would  the  supposed  peculiarity  in  the  use  of  the  language  oc- 
casion any  demand  for  unusual  skill  in  its  interpretation ;  but 
being  fully  authorized  and  made  proper  by  the  exigencies  of 
the  case,  the  meaning  of  the  language  would  be  as  easily  and 
surely  obtained  as  that  of  language  used  in  any  other  manner. 
What  has  now  been  said  is  deemed  sufficient  to  show  the 
fundamental  importance  of  the  preliminary  inquiry  before 
stated,  viz.,  whether  there  is  any  peculiarity^  and  otpeciaJly  any 
authonzed peculiarity  in  the  use  of  scriptural  langu<ige  respect- 
ing  the  mode  of  the  divine  suhsisteyice  and  the  person  of  Christy 
as  compulsed  icith  the  primary  literal  use  of  the  same  language  f 
Tlie  bare  possibility  of  such  a  peculiarity  is  indeed  sufficient  to 
show  how  much  may  depend  on  ascertaining  whether  it  be  a 
matter  of  fact.  It  clearly  appeal's,  if  I  mistake  not,  from  what 
has  been  said,  that  if  the  language  is  characterized  by  no  pe- 
culiarity in  its  use,  that  is,  if  it  is  employed  in  the  primary, 
literal  meaning  of  the  words,  then  it  involves  undeniable  and 
manifold  contradiction  and  absurdity ;  that  if  there  is  no  pecul- 
iarity in  the  use  of  the  language,  except  one  which  is  unauthor- 
ized^ then  the  language  is  incapable  of  any  reliable  interpretation 
or  meaning — any  which  can  exempt  it  from  utter  worthless- 
ness  in  respect  to  the  ends  of  writing  and  speaking;  but  that 
if  there  is  an  authorized  peculiarity  in  the  use  of  the  language, 
then  its  actual  meaning,  whether  contradictory  or  not,  can  be 
ascertained,  according  to  the  principles  of  interpretation  appli- 
cable to  the  case,  with  as  much  precision  and  certainty  as  the 
meaning  of  any  other  language.  K  we  make  one  further  sup- 
position— that  the  meaning  thus  ascertained  should  prove  con- 
sistent— then  on  the  decision  of  the  preliminary  inquiry  before 
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stated, depends  nothing  less  than  the  question,  whether  we  have 
in  the  Scriptures  a  revelation  from  God  or  not.  From  the  sup- 
position of  no  peculiarity ,  or  of  an  unauthorized  peculiarity^  or 
of  even  an  authorized  peculiarity  in  the  use  of  the  language 
with  an  (ibsurd  meaning^  it  follows  that  we  have  not  such  a 
revelation.  It  is  only  on  the  supposition  of  an  authorized  pe- 
culiarity in  the  tise  of  language  whose  meaning  is  free  from  all 
absurdity^  that  we  can  pretend  that  the  Scriptures  are  a  divine 
revelation. 


Regarding  the  language  of  the  Scriptures  now  under  con- 
sideration as  used  in  a  peculiar  and  yet  authorized  manner,  I 
do  not  propose  to  enter,  to  any  extent,  into  wliat  may  be  called 
the  merely  verbal  exegesis  of  those  texts  which  fall  within  the 
range  of  the  Trinitarian  and  Unitarian  controversy.  Tlie  im- 
portance and  the  necessity  of  this  mode  of  investigation  in  this 
controversy,  whatever  defect  in  one  respect  may  have  charac- 
terized it,  I  do  not  deny  or  doubt.  It  has  been  ho\vever,  so 
often  adopted,  and  conducted  with  so  much  particularity,  and 
in  my  view,  with  so  much  success  so  far  as  the  defense  of  the 
Trinitarian  exposition  requires  it,  that  I  regard  it  as  superfluous 
to  engage  in  it  minutely  in  the  present  discussion.  The  subject 
in  controversy  labors  more  at  other  points  than  at  those  in 
respect  to  which  relief  is  either  needed  or  to  be  expected  from 
a  merely  exegetical  inquiry  guided  by  text  and  context,  and 
proceeding  on  the  assumption  of  the  inspiration  of  the  writers 
as  exempting  them  from  contradiction  and  absurdity.  To  what 
pui-pose  is  it  that  the  Trinitarian  shows  from  the  grammatical 
structure  and  the  context,  that  one  passage  after  another  teaches 
the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  or  the  divinity  of  the  Saviour,  if 
this  be  all?  All  this,  in  the  view  of  his  opponents,  both  Uni- 
tarians and  Infidels,  only  serves,  in  its  legitimate  bearing,  to 
convict  the  scriptural  writers  of  multiplied  contradictions.  On 
this  ground  the  Infidel,  admitting  the  justness  of  the  interpre- 
tation, rejects  the  inspiration  of  the  writers.  On  the  same 
ground  the  Unitarian,  admitting  the  inspiration  of  the  writers, 
rejects  the  interpretation.  Thus  both  deny  the  truth  of  the 
Trinitarian  doctrines ;  and  will  deny  it,  until  they  are  met  with 
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something  more  than  what  I  call  a  merely  verbal  exegesis  ^^ 
the  particular  texts  in  controversy.     Something  more  is  plaidif 
demanded ;  something  which  shall  decisively  exempt   th^^^ 
texts  from  tlic  charge  of  contradiction,  whether  the  writers  vr^^'^ 
inspired  or  not ;  something  which  shall  show  that  their  meanixJ^> 
when  ascertained  by  those  laws  and  principles  which  are  ala^^ 
applicable  to  the  peculiarities  of  the  case,  whether  the  meani^^^ 
be  true  or  false,  is  not  self-contradictoiy  or  absurd. 

The  history  of  the  progress  of  Unitarianism  in  this  count 
as  well  as  some  recent  limited  tendencies  toward  it,  clearly  i 
aicate  the  necessity,  not  only  of  explaining  the  doctrine  of  t 
Trinity,  of  insisting  on  the  possibility  of  its  truth,  and  of  r 
moving  all  presumption  against  its  truth,  but  of  showing  ho 
the  peculiar  language  of  the  Scriptures  is  fully  accounted  {C^ 
and  authorized  in  view  of  the  nature  of  tlie  subject  and  tl». 
circumstances  of  the  case;  on  what  principles  such  peculi 
language  ought  to  be  interpreted  ;  and  what,  when  interprete 
on  these  principles,  is  its  actual  meaning. 

Having  explained  my  own  view  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trin 
ity,  and  having,  as  I  claim,  shown  the  possibility  of  its  tnith 
and  that  there  is  no  presumption  against,  but  rather  a  stron 
hypothetical  presumption  in  favor  of  its  ti'uth, 

I  now  proceed,  as  I  proposed,  to  show — 

II.  That  the  language  under  consideration  is  characterized  m 
its  use  by  some  peculiarity. 

By  this  I  mean  that  the  language  is  turned  from  its  primary 
to  a  secondary  meaning.     On  this  point,  the  question  is  exclu^ 
sively  with  those  who  deny  or  do  not  admit  the  inspiration  of 
the  scriptural  writers,  but  maintain  that  the  language  is  char- 
acterized by  no  peculiarity  in  its  use,  and  therefore  to  be  in- 
terpreted as  literal  language  in  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the 
words. 

Tliis  opinion,  I  shall  attempt  to  show,  is  not  only  unsupported 
by  the  slightest  evidence,  but  is  contrary  to  the  most  abundant 
and  decisive  proof  o{  which  the  nature  of  the  case  admits. 

It  is  unsupported  by  the  slightest  e>'idence.  A  large  class  of 
words  are  so  often  turned  from  their  primary  to  a  secondary 
meaning,  that  the  mere  tute  of  one  of  them  furnishes  no  evi- 
dence that  it  is  used  in  its  primary  meaning,  unless  there  is 
also  an  entire  want  of  evidence  of  any  change.  Many  of  the 
words  of  common  use  are  oftener  employed  in  a  secondary  and 
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peculiar,  than  in  tlieir  primary  meaning, — nor  is  any  degree  of 
evidence  from  the  mere  prior  use  of  such  a  word  in  one  imi- 
form  sense,  decisive  proof  that  the  word,  in  a  present  instance, 
is  not  used  in  one  that  is  new  and  different.  This  is  at  once 
3et  aside  by  evidence  of  a  change  in  its  import.  Hence  mere 
prior  use  is  no  evidence  at  all  of  the  primary  import  of  a  word 
in  a  present  instance,  unless  there  is  also  an  entire  want  of  evi- 
dence of  a  change  in  its  meaning.  The  prior  use  therefore,  of 
the  word  Ood^  and  of  the  personal  pronouns — and  the  same  is 
true  of  other  terms  employed  on  the  subject  under  considera- 
tion— cannot  in  itself  be  evidence  of  the  lowest  kind,  that  in 
the  application  of  them  in  the  case  before  us,  they  are  not  used 
in  a  secondary  and  peculiar  meaning. 

Again:  that  these  words  in  the  case  under  consideration  are 
characterized  by  no  peculiarity  in  their  use,  is  contrary  to  the 
most  abundant  and  decisive  proof  of  wliicli  the  nature  of  the 
case  admits.  The  absurdity  of  a  primary  literal  meaning  of 
language,  though  not  a  proofs  amounts  to  a  presumption  of  a 
secondaiy  and  peculiar  meaning.  Words  when  turned  from 
their  primary  meaning,  if  interpreted  in  that  meaning,  for  the 
most  part  result  in  contradiction  and  absurdity.  At  any  rate, 
in  view  of  such  changes,  and  with  no  opposing  evidence  ot 
such  a  change  in  a  given  case,  the  absurdity  resulting  from  a 
primary  literal  meaning  always  affords  a  strong  presumption  of 
a  secondary  and  peculiar  meaning.  If  now  we  add  to  these 
considerations  the  known  good  sense  of  the  writer  or  speaker, 
including  only  ordinary  qualifications  for  using  language  cor- 
rectly, and  if  the  contradictions  of  the  ordinary  and  literal 
meaning  are  too  palpable  and  gross  to  be  attributed  to  such  a 
writer  or  speaker,  the  presumption  of  a  peculiar  use  of  lan- 
guage is  greatly  increased.  From  this  point,  the  proof,  as  the 
case  may  be,  may  be  greatly  increased.  If  it  be  one  in  which 
the  writer  evidently  intends  to  be  understood  at  the  time, — and 
I  speak  only  of  such  cases, — and  if  the  language  on  the  sup- 
position of  its  peculiar  use  when  justly  interpreted,  gives  an 
obvious,  consistent,  tiiie,  and  important  meaning,  tlie  proof  of 
a  peculiar  use  becomes  absolutely  decisive.  And  further,  if,  in 
addition  to  these  things,  the  language,  on  the  suj)position  of 
peculiar  use  and  meaning,  is  not  only  the  necessary  language 
for  the  purpose,  but  the  most  natural  and  the  best  which  could  be 

employed  for  the  purpose,  then  the  proof  of  peculiar  use  is  yet 

6« 
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further  augmented.  And  further  still,  if  there  is  abundant 
proof  of  the  divine  insfji ration  of  the  writer  or  speaker,  un- 
counteracted  by  the  slightest  evidence  from  any  absurdity  or 
contradiction  in  the  meaning  of  his  language,  on  the  suppos^iiion 
of  an  authorizid  and  peculiar  use^  then  the  proof  of  it  is  the 
most  abundant  and  decisive  of  which  the  nature  of  the  case 
admits. 

Xow  all  this  proof  of  the  peculiar  use  of  language,  as  we 
claim,  exists  in  the  case  under  consideration.  In  the  tirst 
place  we  have  tlie  paljjable  and  superabundant  contradictious 
and  absurdities  involved  in  the  common  meaning  and  use  of 
it,  which  are  so  strenuously  urged  by  the  Infidel  and  Unita- 
rian, and  in  this  fact  we  have  a  presumption  against  the  com- 
mon use  and  meaning,  and  in  favor  of  one  that  is  peculiar. 
In  addition  to  this  we  have  the  familiar  fact  of  the  frequent 
peculiar  use  of  language,  with  no  opposing  evidence  in  the 
case,  and  hence  a  atrong  presumption  of  a  peculiar  use  and 
meaning.  In  connection  with  these  things,  we  have  in  the 
third  place,  the  undeniable  good  sense  of  the  writers,  including 
at  least  all  ordinary  qualifications  for  a  correct  and  proper  use 
of  language.  The  Infidel  must  not  here  assume  the  contradic- 
tions of  the  writers  as  involved  in  the  connnon  use  and  mean- 
iug  of  their  language,  and  allege  these  as  proof  of  their  want 
of  good  sense,  and  of  their  utter  disqualification  to  use  lan- 
guage correctly.  This  is  begging  a  main  question  in  debate. 
He  is  bound,  in  view  of  the  common  and  familiar  fact  of  a  pe- 
culiar use  of  language,  to  admit  the  possibility  of  such  a  use 
in  the  present  case,  and  further  to  admit  the  exemption  of  tlie 
writers,  if  on  the  ground  of  such  a  use  tliey  can  be  exempted, 
from  all  absurdity  in  their  actual  meaning.  Tlie  question  of 
their  good  sense  and  their  ordinary  qualifications  to  use  lan- 
guage correctly,  is  not  to  be  decided  on  the  unauthorized 
assumption  of  a  literal  use  of  language  and  its  consequent 
absurdities.  And  yet  it  is  only  on  this  grosdy  tcnauthcrized 
assumptions  that  there  is  even  a  pretense  for  doubt  on  this 
point.  Of  the  good  sense  of  these  men,  and  their  ordinary 
qualifications  as  writers,  we  fall  back  for  proof  on  what  they 
have  written  and  the  manner  of  their  writing  in  respect  to 
other  things  than  the  subject  under  consideration.  We  appeal 
to  the  system  of  morals  and  religion  which  they  inculcate,  as 
the  only  one  known  to  man  which  is  not  essentially  defective, 
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absurd,  and  preposterous  in  the  view  of  unperverted  reason ; 
we  appeal  to  their  philosophy  as  unparalleled  for  its  profun- 
dity and  sell-evident  truthfulness — to  their  theology  as  alone 
in  exhibiting  God  as  worthy  of  the  veneration  and  love  of  his 
creatures — a  philosophy  and  theology  which  degrade  and  dis- 
grace all  that  ever  proceeded  from  the  Porch  and  the  Academy ; 
we  appeal  to  their  integrity,  their  sober-mindedness,  their  sin- 
gleness of  aim  and  absorption  of  purpose ;  we  appeal  to  the 
grace,  the  pathos,  the  sublimity  of  their  style — to  their  simple 
and  beautiful  narration,  their  powerful  argumentation,  their 
weighty  conclusions,  the  grandeur  and  beauty  of  their  concep- 
tions, the  richness  and  splendor  of  their  imagery ;  we  appeal 
to  their  unswerving  steadfastness,  pressing  the  conscience  of  a 
guilty  world  with  the  most  unwelcome  truths,  laboring  amid 
the  fires  of  martyrdom,  standing  alone  with  God  for  his  cause 
and  his  truth ; — in  a  word,  we  appeal  to  the  unparalleled  ex- 
cellence of  the  matter  and  manner  of  their  writings,  their  holy 
lives,  their  successful  labore,  their  triumphant  deaths,  and  af- 
firm that  the  world  has  seen  no  other  men,  who  in  respect  to 
character  and  capacity,  were  so  well  qualified  to  put  a  revela- 
tion of  God  on  record,  as  the  writei^s  of  the  Scriptures.  Or  if 
tliis  should  seem  extravagant,  as  it  may  to  our  Infidel  oppo- 
nents, from  the  want  of  reflection  on  the  best  means  of  attain- 
ing the  ends  of  giving  a  revelation  to  this  world,  it  is  sufficient 
for  our  present  purpose  to  say,  that  the  writers  of  the  Scriptures 
were  in  a  high  degree,  or  if  this  seems  too  much,  were  in  an 
ordinary  degree  as  writers  qualified  for  their  work.  Taking 
even  this  low  view  of  their  qualifications,  we  affirm  that  the 
contradictions  and  absurdities  involved  in  the  assumption  of 
their  ordinary  use  of  the  language  under  consideration  are  too 
flagrant,  too  multiform,  and  too  often  repeated, to  be  attributed 
to  such  writers  as  these,  especially  in  view  of  the  possibility 
that  the  language  should  have  a  meaning  de  u»u  loquendi^ 
exempt  from  these  absurdities,  and  that  therefore  the  proof 
from  their  character  and  qualifications  as  writers,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  strong  presumption  before  stated  of  some  pecul- 
iarity in  the  use  of  language,  is  absolutely  decisive.  That  such 
men  as  Aristotle,  Locke,  Reid,  Edwards,  when  treating  on  sub- 
jects of  unusual  thought, — subjects  difficult  if  not  impossible  to 
be  comprehended  in  all  their  elements  or  relations, — subjects 
on  which  themselves  can  hai'dly  be  said  to  have  familiarized 
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their  own  knowledge  by  an  oft-repeated  reflective  analysis  of 
their  complex  conceptions,  should  fall  into  unsuspected  contra- 
dictions, is  not  incredible.  But  there  are  some  eiTors  supposa- 
ble  in  the  use  of  language  on  ordinary  subjects,  so  egregious 
that  they  are,  so  to  speak,  beyond  the  capacity  of  men  of  ordi- 
nary oinderstanding.  That  such  men  as  the  writers  of  the 
Scriptures  should  ignorantly  or  inadvertently  fall  into  such 
palpable  self-contradictions  as  are  charged  upon  them, — con- 
tradictions so  entirely  on  the  surface,  so  multiform,  and  so 
weakly  ridiculous,  that  the  writere  must  be  sure  to  know  and 
avoid  them, — is  as  incredible  as  that  they  should  have  uttered 
with  the  same  frequency  and  in  literal  language,  the  familiar 
absurdity  that  whatever  is,  is  not,  or  that  a  part  is  equal  to  the 
whole.  Tlie  incredibility  of  this  is  the  exact  measure  of  the 
proof,  as  thus  far  presented,  of  some  peculiai'ity  in  the  use  of 
the  language  under  consideration. 

Here  also  we  appeal  to  familiar  cases  of  merely  verbal  con- 
tradiction, as  obvious,  if  not  as  direct,  as  language  can  express. 
Such  cases  often  occur  in  the  Scriptures,  and  not  less  frequently 
in  common  life,  but  who  hesitates  to  admit  a  peculiar  use  of 
language,  and  to  interpret  accordingly  ?  Who,  in  interpreting 
such  language  as  the  following — "  They  twain  shall  be  one 
flesh,"  "  I  and  my  Father  are  one,"  ''  God  is  love,"  "  God  is  a 
rock" — does  not  assume  as  unquestionable,  a  peculiar  use  of 
the  language  ?  Who,  in  view  of  the  known  character  of  the 
writer  or  speaker,  in  connection  with  the  palpable  absurdity 
of  a  literal  meaning,  the  frequency  and  established  propriety 
of  a  peculiar  use  of  language  in  other  cases,  and  the  possible 
consistency  and  truth  of  a  meaning  of  the  language  in  either 
of  these  cases  when  intei'preted  as  used  in  a  peculiar  manner, 
does  not  decide  at  once  that  it  is  used  in  a  peculiar  manner 
and  is  to  be  interpreted  accordingly  ?  So  we  say  that  in  the 
case  under  consideration,  the  good  sense  of  the  writers  and 
their  qualification  to  use  language  correctly, — in  view  of  the 
absurdity  of  the  ordinary  use  and  meaning  of  then*  language, 
the  frequency  and  propriety  of  a  peculiar  use,  and  the  possible 
consistency  and  trutli  of  a  meaning  of  it  when  interpreted  as 
used  in  a  peculiar  manner, — remove  all  doubt  in  respect  to  the 
fact  of  a  peculiar  use  as  the  only  basis  of  itQ  just  interpretation. 

Here,  so  far  as  the  present  topic  in  debate  is  concerned,  we 
might  stop  in  the  argument,  but  the  proof,  as  we  claim,  is 
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cumnlative.  If  the  language  when  interpreted  as  used  in  a 
peculiar  manner,  would  give  not  only  a  consistent  and  obvious, 
but  a  pertinent  and  important  meaning,  as  we  have  seen  that 
it  would,  then  the  proof  of  a  peculiar  use  is  increased.  If,  in 
addition  to  tliese  things,  and  on  the  supposition  that  the  writers 
designed  to  teach  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  there  is  no  evi- 
dence that  the  language,  being  interpreted  as  used  in  a  pecu- 
liar manner,  is  not  the  necessary  or  even  the  most  natural  and 
best  language  for  the  purpose  of  the  writers — and  we  are  au- 
thorized to  say  that  there  is  no  such  evidence,  there  being  no 
pretijnce  that  there  is, — and  if,  still  further,  on  tlie  supposition 
of  the  above  design  of  the  writers,  there  is  abundant  evidence 
that  the  language,  when  interpreted  as  used  in  a  peculiar  man- 
ner, not  only  may  be,  but  is  the  most  natural,  the  best,  and 
even  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  the  writers — as  I  hope  to 
show  hereafter — then  the  proof  of  an  authorized  peculiarity  in 
its  use  is  greatly  augmented,  for  these  things  are  exactly  what 
in  all  probability  would  be  true  on  the  supposition  of  the  pe- 
culiarity of  the  language  for  the  purpose  specified,  and  what 
could  not  be  true  on  any  other  supposition.  And  further  still, 
if  we  add  the  most  satisfactory  proof  of  the  divine  inspiration 
of  the  writers — and  this  must  be  admitted  in  view  of  their 
possible  exemption  from  all  absurdity  in  their  meaning — then 
the  proof  of  a  pecuhar  use  of  the  language  under  consideration 
is  the  most  abundant  and  decisive  of  which  the  nature  of  the 
case  admits. 


THE   TRINITY. 

v.— THE  MANNER  IN  WHICH  LANGUAGE  IS  USED  IN  THE  SCRIPTU^ 
RESPECTING  THE  MODE  OF  THE  DIVINE  SUBSISTENCE  AND  Tl 
PERSON  OF  CHRIST,  CONTINUED. 


III.— ErronoouB  Msntnptlon  of  both  partieB.— Language  so  used  csnnot  be  Interpreted.—! 
not  distinctly  avowed.— Both  parties  improperly  assume  the  inspiration  of  the  writers.— Il  V 
the  Infidel  right?— Languape  may  be  modlfl«Hl,  but  not  without  warrant— The  wartttt  « 
shown  by  the  Trinltiirian.- Trinitarians  assume  an  unauthorized  use  of  lansnage.— Three  fan 
of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  adduced.— Four  laws  of  usage  stated. — Applied  to  these  fonn* 
the  doctrine.— Evil  consequences  of  this  mistaken  assumption. — ^The  Unitarian  also  modifies  ti 
portAnt  terms  without  warrant,  e.  g.,  in  insisting  that  God  Is  applied  to  Christ  in  an  inftrl 
sense.— Principle  of  interpretation  discussed  and  applied. 

I  PROCEED  next  to  show — 

III.  Tliat  it  is  erroneously  assumed  both  by  Unitarians  an 
by  Trinitarians  to  some  extent,  that  the  language  under  co: 
sideration  is  characterized  by  an  unauthorized  peculiarity  in  5 
use. 

Language  used  in  an  unauthorized  and  improper  manner 
in  other  words,  in  violation  of  the  laws  of  usage — would -» 
we  have  seen,  be  utterly  incapable  of  any  reliable  interpr^ 
tion,  and  must  of  course  fail  to  accomplish  the  purpose  of  ^ 
guage.  Such  a  use  of  it  is  therefore  one  of  the  most  incr^ 
ble  of  all  suppositions.  Besides,  all  those  which  we  1e- 
alleged  to  show  that  that  under  consideration  is  character!  ^ 
by  some  peculiarity  of  use,  decisively  prove  that  it  is  not 
unauthorized  and  improper  peculiarity.  Indeed,  the  siipp^ 
tion  of  such  a  use  of  langu.ige  by  the  scriptural  writers,  in  ^ 
view  of  any  one  who  has  the  least  knowledge  of  their  w* 
tings  and  their  character,  is  so  preposterous,  that  no  one  c 
be  found  to  assert  the  fact.  Tliis  is  not  pretended  even  by  t- 
Infidel.  To  whatever  other  methods  he  has  resorted  for  tl 
purpose  of  impairing  the  divine  authority  of  the  scriptural  wi 
ters,  he  has  never  assumed  that  they  use  language  in  a  manii' 
which  renders  it  incapable  of  any  meaning,  either  absurd  « 
consistent,  false  or  true.    Kor  will  such  a  use  of  language  < 
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the  part  of  these  writers  be  claimed  or  even  admitted  by  eitlier 
Unitarians  or  Trinitarians. 

I  do  not  then,  charge  either  the  Unitarian  or  Trinitarian  with 
formally  maintaining  that  the  language  under  consideration  is 
used  in  an  unauthorized  and  improper  manner;  but  I  claim 
that  both,  in  no  unimportant  respects,  do  actually  proceed  in 
their  interpretation,  on  the  erroneous  and  groundless  assump- 
tion of  such  a  peculiarity  in  its  use.  Both,  I  have  no  doubt, 
would  at  once  admit,  that  any  meaning  of  the  language  which 
depends  on  such  an  assumption  is  wholly  groundless  and  un- 
warranted, and  would  at  once  renounce  it,  could  they  be  con- 
vinced that  they  actually  proceed  upon  it  in  their  mode  of  inter- 
preting the  language.  My  object  then,  is  not  to  dwell  on  the 
error  of  making  this  the  basis  of  interpreting  the  language,  for 
there  is  no  such  necessity.  The  error  is  palpable  and  will  be 
readily  conceded  by  all.  What  my  present  purpose  requires,  is 
to  show,  that  both  Unitarians  and  Trinitarians  in  their  inter- 
pretation of  the  language  under  consideration,  do,  to  no  incon- 
siderable extent,  proceed  on  the  confessedly  erroneous  assump- 
tion of  an  unauthorized  and  imi)roper  peculiarity  in  its  use. 

The  unauthorized  peculiarity,  the  assumption  of  which  I  as- 
cribe to  the  Trinitarian,  and  that,  the  assumption  of  which  I 
ascribe  to  the  Unitarian,  differ  from  each  other,  and  yet  both 
depend  or  rest  on  two  others,  which  in  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  and  as  employed  in  the  interpretation  of  the  language, 
are  entirely  gratuitous.  The  one  is  the  assumption  of  the  in- 
spiration of  the  scriptural  writers ;  the  other,  the  assumption 
of  the  modified  use  of  terms,  either  by  extending  or  restrict- 
ing their  ordinary  meaning. 

Both  the  Trinitarian  and  Unitarian  then,  assume  an  unau- 
thorized and  improper  peculiarity  in  the  use  of  the  language, 
inasmuch  as  they  both  proceed  in  their  respective  interpreta- 
tions of  it,  on  the  gratuitous  assumption  of  the  inspiration  of  the 
writers. 

The  Trinitarian  proceeds  on  this :  It  will  be  admitted,  that 
both  the  Unitarian. and  the  Infidel  strenuously  insist  that  there 
is  no  authorized  and  proper  peculiarity  in  the  use  of  the  lan- 
guage by  which  it  is  capable  of  a  Trinitarian  meaning,  or  by 
which  any  Trinitarian  meaning  can  be  freed  from  absurdity  by 
the  laws  of  a  just  interpretation.  Tliis  then  is  the  question, 
and  on  this  point  the  only  one,  viz.,  is  there  such  an  authorized 
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p^culiariry  in  the  use  of  the  language,  as  by  the  laws  of  inter- 
pretation will  exempt  it  fr»»in  the  ehai^  of  absurdity  ?  If  not, 
the  charire  of  absurdity  must  be  admitted.  How  then  does 
the  Trinitarian  meet  the  charge  f  He  appeals  merely  to  the 
inspiration  ♦•f  the  writers  to  dispn^ve  the  alleged  absurdity  of 
their  laniriiaire.  Or  if  he  devises  a  meaninor  by  his  own  inffc- 
unity  wiiich  he  regards  as  free  fr«>ni  absuniity,  he  ])ropound8  it 
as  a  p«»s<ilile  and  not  as  the  actual  meaning,  obtained  by  the 
laws  <>f  interpretation  applicable  to  a  peculiar  and  proper  use 
of  lancjuaire,  duly  ascertained  and  determined.*  Ho  does  not 
sliow,  nor  ]»retend  t«»  sluiw,  any  authorized  and  proper  pecul- 
iarity in  the  use  «»f  tlie  language,  as  a  warrant  for  so  modifying 
and  deteniiiiiing  its  actual  meaning,  as  to  exempt  it  from  ab- 
surdity. He  therefore  proceeds  on  the  assumption  of  an  au- 
thorized aiitl  improper  j)ecaliarity  in  the  use  of  the  language. 
Instead  <f  showiiiij:,  on  the  ground  of  an  authorized  and  proper 
peculiarity  in  the  use  «»f  tlie  language,  that  it  giyes  a  consist- 
ent meaning  according  to  the  hiws  of  interpretation  applicable 
to  the  ctise,  he  abandons  all  pretense  of  its  proper  use,  and 
for  the  pur})<:>se  of  exempting  it  from  the  charge  of  absurdity, 
relies  solely  on  the  gratuitous  assumption  of  the  inspiration  of 
the  writers.  He  thus  yirtually  concedes  that  the  language,  if 
properly  used,  involves  irretrievable  absurdity.  Denying  of 
course  its  jyrojxr  use,  he  proceeds  on  the  assumpti(.»n  of  its 
improjKV  use ;  in  other  words,  he  assumes  that  it  is  cha^acte^ 
terized  by  an  unauthorized  and  improper  pectdiarity.  This, 
of  course,  if  admitted,  would  render  the  language  incapa- 
ble of  any  reliable  interpretation  or  meaning.     Such   a  de- 


**  In  80  doin^  there  is  a  palpable  error.    There  is  an  important  difference  be- 
tween a  poxgifjle  conception  of  the  mhjeci.  which  is  self-consistent,  and  a  possible  mtcMr 
ingqflwirjUiige.  which  is  self-consistent.    The  mind,  in  the  present  case,  may  fonxi 
a  conception  of  some  threefold  distinction  in  the  Godhead  which  shall  be  self- 
consistent ;  but  it  will  by  no  means  follow,  that  this  conception  can  constitute 
the  meaninj?  of  the  Imif/wnje  which  the  Scriptures  employ  to  expiess  a  threefold- 
distinction  in  the  G(Klhead  :  in  other  words,  that  the  language  actually  employe<^ 
will  admit  of  such  a  conception,  and  does  not  require  a  very  different  one  of  th^ 
subject,  as  its  only  iKwsible  meaning.    It  is  quite  snppotiable— not  to  say  that  i 
is  commonly  the  fact— that  what  Trinitarians  propound  as  a  possible  sel/-€ormiti 
meaning  of  the  language,  is  not  so  ;  but  at  most,  a  se^-consistent  conoeptian  of  the 
jeti  which  the  language  will  by  no  means  admit  of  as  its  actual  meaning ; 
which  can  therefore,  in  no  respect  exempt  it  from  the  charge  of  an  absurd  mean 
ing.    It  is  at  this  latter  point  that  the  Trinitarian  errs. 
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feiise  of  a  Trinitarian  meaning  is  utterly  insufficient  ana  ground- 
less. So  far  as  it  proceeds  on  the  assumption  of  the  inspiration 
of  the  writers,  it  is  a  mere  ex  concessu  argument  with  the  Uni- 
tarian, which  can  have  no  weight  with  tlie  Infidel  who  denies 
their  inspiration  ;  while,  so  far  as  it  proceeds  on  the  assump- 
tion of  an  unauthorized  and  improper  peculiarity  in  the  use  of 
language,  it  is  wholly  without  foundation,  and  can  give  no  satis- 
faction to  a  candid  and  enlightened  inquirer  after  truth. 

In  a  similar  manner,  at  least  in  one  respect,  the  Unitarian 
proceeds  in  maintaining  his  interpretation  of  the  language. 
In  defending  his  own,  he  is  under  tlie  necessity  of  setting  aside 
the  Trinitarian  meaning.  This  he  does  ultimately  on  the  groimd 
of  the  inspiration  of  the  writers.  He  assumes  the  absurdity  of 
the  Trinitarian  meaning,  and  denies  it  to  be  the  actual  one, 
because  it  is  inconsistent  with  the  inspiration  of  the  writers. 
The  Infidel  also  assumes  the  absurdity  of  the  Trinitarian  mean- 
ing, but  maintains  it  to  be  the  one  intended  by  the  writers, 
according  to  the  laws  of  usage,  and  as  such,  decisive  proof 
against  their  inspiration.  Thus  the  Unitarian  argument  for  the 
rejection  of  the  Trinitarian  meaning,  is  merely  an  ex  concesms 
argument  with  the  Trinitarian.  It  leaves  the  Infidel  unassailed, 
and  for  aught  that  appears  to  the  contrary,  strong  in  his  posi- 
tion, and  can  have  no  influence  to  establish  the  Unitarian  doc- 
trine. It  is  true  that  the  latter  claims  to  interpret  the  language 
as  used  in  an  authorized  and  proper,  though  peculiar  manner, 
and  on  this  ground  to  exempt  it  from  all  absurdity  of  meaning. 
But  I  am  not  speaking  of  the  method  which  he  adopts  in  de- 
fending his  own  doctrine,  but  of  the  ground  on  which  he 
rejects  the  Trinitarian  meaning  of  the  language  under  consid- 
eration. This,  I  say,  is  simply  the  absurdity  of  this  meaning, 
2ind  its  inconsistency  with  the  inspiration  of  the  writers.  He 
arows  the  principle,  that  the  absurdity  of  the  meaning  is  a 
nifficient  reason  for  rejecting  it,  though  we  cannot  decide  what 
he  actual  meaning  is.  It  is  plain  then  that  he  rejects,  and 
egards  himself  as  entitled  to  reject,  the  supposed  absurd 
leaning  of  the  language  in  view  of  the  inspiration  of  the 
ters,  though  he  could  devise  no  authorized  and  proper 
of  it  which  would  result  in  a  consistent  meaning.  Here 
might  ask,  does  the  Unitarian  even  pretend  that  what  he 
l^a^ims  to  be  an  authorized  and  proper  use  of  the  language,  and 
'hich  results  in  a  consistent  meaning,  would  ever  reveal  itself 
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to  an  unbiased  interi>reter  of  the  language,  who  did  not  first 
assume  the  absunlit y  rif  a  Trinitarian  meaning  I     "Would  he 
resort  to  this  gruund  except  to  avoid  what  he  deems  an  absurd 
meaning,  as  that  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  inspiration  of 
the  scriptural  writers?     If  he  did  not  assume  and  believe  their 
inspirati«»n,  would  he  not  take  comnn»n  ground  with  the  Infidel, 
and  deny  their  inspiration  on  the  ground  of  this  absurdity! 
Be  this  as  it  may — and  we  may  see  how  it  is  hereafter — when 
the  Unitarian  presses  liis  Trinitarian  opponents  with  giving  an 
absurd  meaning  to  the  language  of  inspired  men,  and  urges 
them  to  abandon  it,  tliough  they  cannot  decide  what  its  actual 
meaning  is, — when  he  places  his  whole  reliance  on  this  argu- 
ment as  decisive  against  a  Trinitarian  meaning, — what  is  this 
but  rejecting  that  meaning  solely  on  the  ground  of  the  inspi- 
ration of  the  writers,  and  thus  assuming  an  unauthorized  and 
imj>roper  use  of  their  language  ?     Tliis  surely,  is  not  meeting 
the  argument  of  the  Infidel.     It  is  at  most  a  mere  ex  concessit 
argument  with  the  Trinitarian,  resting  on  the  assumption  of 
the  inspiration  of  the  writers,  one  which  can  have  no  influence 
to  lead  the  Infidel  to  abandon  the  charge  of  absurdity  against 
the  writers,  nor  his  denial  of  their  inspiration.     He  insists  that 
if  the  language,  being  interpreted  in  the  usual  manner,  gives 
an  absurd  meaning,  then  to  reject  this  merely  on  the  ground 
of  the  inspiration  of  the  writers,  is  to  assume  that  they  use 
language  in  a  grossly  unauthorized  and  improper  manner,— a 
manner  palpably  inconsistent  with  their  inspiration.     And  what 
can  be  more  just?     If  the  language  of  the  scriptural  writers, 
according  to  the  laws  of  usage,  and  irrespective  of  their  inspi- 
ration, will  give  no  other  but  an  absurd  meaning,  then  such  is 
their  actual  meaning.     To  say  otliei'wise  is  to  assert  that  an 
absurd  meaning,  which  is  fully  proved  by  the  laws  of  interpre- 
tation to  l>c  the  actual  meaning  of  the  writers,  and  which  being 
tlius  [>roved  to  be  so,  is  the  most  decisive  proof  that  they  ar^ 
not  inspired,  is  proof  that  it  is  not  their  actual  meaning  because 
they  arc  inspired.     It  is  to  deny  a  fact  which  is  fully  and  de^ 
cisively  proved, — viz.,  absurdity  of  actual  meaning,  because  i*' 
is  inconsistent  with  another  assumed  fact,  of  which,  from  th^ 
nature  of  the  case,  there  can  be  no  proof.     Surely,  if  the  scrip-' 
tural  writers  use  language  in  such  a  manner,  that  by  the  law? 
>f  just  interpretation,  and  irrespective  of  their  inspiration,  it 
gives  only  an  absurd  meaning,  and  yet  expect  to  be  exempt 
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from  the  charge  of  absurdity,  only  on  the  ground  of  their 
character,  or  of  tlieir  inspiration,  they  use  hmguage  in  a  grossly 
unauthorized  and  improper  manner, — a  manner  not  less  incon- 
sistent with  their  inspiration  than  is  the  absurdity  of  their 
actual  meaning. 

Thus  both  the  Trinitarian  and  the  Unitarian,  the  one  in  adopt- 
ing and  the  other  in  rejecting  a  Trinitarian  meaning  of  the 
language  under  consideration  on  the  assumption  of  an  unau- 
thorized peculiarity  in  its  use,  proceed  on  ground  utterly  insuf- 
ficient. This  the  Trinitarian  does  in  denying  the  absurdity  of 
his  meaning  solely  on  the  ground  of  the  inspiration  of  the 
writers;  and  this  too,  the  Unitarian  does  by  rejecting  the 
Trinitarian  meaning  solely  on  the  same  ground.  In  botli  cases, 
the  premises  are  insufficient  to  meet  the  objection  of  the  Infidel, 
or  rather,  as  involving  the  assumption  of  an  unauthorized  and 
improper  use  of  language,  are  utterly  insufficient  to  establish 
the  truth  of  either  meaning. 

It  is  true  indeed,  that  if  either  the  Trinitarian  or  Unitarian 
be  supposed  to  be  in  the  right,  the  other  must  be  supposed  to 
be  in  the  wrong.  But  there  is  another  question, — whether 
either  is  in  the  right.  The  Infidel  claims  that  both  are  in  the 
wrong, — that  they  alike  fail  in  their  attempts  to  extricate  the 
scriptural  writers  from  the  charge  of  absurdity,  and  to  establish 
truth.  Till  this  claim  is  fairly  met,  it  is  to  no  purpose  tliat 
either  the  Trinitarian  or  Unitarian,  in  the  controversy  between 
themselves,  should  bring  the  other  to  adopt  his  meaning  of  the 
language  by  the  mode  of  reasoning  commonly  adopted  by  these 
parties.  This  is  not  all  which  the  exigencies  of  the  case  de- 
mand. There  is  yet  a  common  enemy  in  the  field  to  be  van- 
quished, before  either  party  can  achieve  a  victory  for  truth, 
which  ought  not  to  be  lost  sight  of  in  the  controversy  between 
them.  This  common  enemy  is  the  candid  and  successful  in- 
quirer aft^r  truth.  To  what  purpose  is  it,  that  either  the  Trin- 
itarian or  Unitarian  puts  the  other  in  the  wrong,  if  neither  is 
in  the  right  ? — that  one  defeats  the  other  in  their  mutual  con- 
flict, only  to  secure  a  more  signal  triumph  to  a  common  ad- 
versary? 

The  truth  is,  that  the  meaning  of  the  scriptural  writers, 
whether  absurd  or  not,  false  or  true,  must  be  determined,  if  at 
all,  on  other  grounds  than  those  adopted  by  the  Trinitarian  or 
Unitarian.    To  convince  an  unbiased  inquirer  after  truth,  by 
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a  valid  process  of  reasoning,  that  the  meaning  of  the  langnage 
is  not  absurd,  and  tliat  either  a  Trinitarian  or  Unitarian  is  its 
actual  meaning,  it  is  not  enough  to  rely  on  the  inspiration,  and 
direct  j)roofs  of  the  inspiration  of  the  writers.  The  proofs 
against  their  inspiration,  claimed  by  the  Infidel,  must  be  over- 
thrown. It  nm!?t  be  shown  that  the  language  is  not  the  ordinary 
language  of  men  using  terms  in  their  primary  literal  meaning, 
and  that  it  is  characterized,  not  by  an  unauthorized  and  im- 
proper, but  by  an  authorized  and  proper  peculiarity  in  its  use. 
It  must  then  be  interpreted  according  to  the  peculiar  principles 
applicable  to  language  when  thus  used  in  a  peculiar  manner. 
The  meaning  thus  obtained,  whether  absurd  or  consistent,  false 
or  true,  will  be  the  actual  meaning.  This  being  thus  ascer- 
tained, then  if  it  be  shown  to  be  free  from  all  absurdity,  and  if 
thus  the  direct  proof  of  the  inspiration  of  the  writers  be  shown 
to  be  unimpaired  by  the  alleged  absurdity  of  the  actual  mean- 
ing, then  and  then  only  will  the  truth  of  that  meaning  be  eft- 
tablished. 

Having  thus  considered  the  unauthorized  peculiarities  in  the 
use  of  the  language  which  are  assumed  by  both  Unitarian  and 
Trinitarian,  as  they  may  be  said  to  rest  on  the  assumption  of 
the  inspiration  of  the  writers,  I  now  proceed  to  consider  them 
as  they  rest  on  the  assumption  of  a  modified  use  of  some  of  the 
important  words. 

On  this  point  let  me  not  be  misunderstood.     I  do  not  say 
then,  that  the  assumption  of  a  modified  use  of  the  language  is 
unauthorized.     There  is,  in  my  view,  the  most  decisive  reason 
for  maintaining  that  some  of  the  important  words  are  used  in  a 
modified  meaning.     ^Yliat  I  maintain  is,  that  the  Trinitariaiv 
assumes  some  partwular  modified  meaning  of  the  language 
without  showing  or  pretending  to  show,  dc  nsu  loqn^ndi^  tl>^ 
warrant  or  reasons  for  so  doing,  and  when  in  some  cases  x^^ 
such  warrant  exists.     Proceeding,  as  I  claim,  in  his  interj)re^^' 
tion  of  the  language,  on  such  insuflScient  ground,  he  not  on  - 
subjects  himself  to  the  successful  assaults  of  his  opponents,  bi 
leaves  a  Trinitarian  meaning  of  the  language  unsupported  ai 
undefended.     Strongly  impressed  with  the  proofs  of  the  inspirf?^^ 
tion  of  the  writers,  having  to  contend  for  aTrinitaHan  meaning  ^ 
chiefly  with  those  who  also  admit  their  inspiration,  and  re^^ 
garding  the  mode  of  interpretation  adopted  by  his  opponenttf^^ 
as  entirely  groundless,  the  Trinitarian  has  been  satisfied  to  in-^-^ 
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eist  on  the  alternative  either  of  adopting  a  Trinitarian  meaning 
of  the  language,  or  of  going  openly  into  the  ranks  of  Infidelity. 
Pressed  in  return  however,  by  the  Unitarian  and  Iniidel,  with 
the  charge  of  those  absuixlities  and  contradictions  which  result 
from  interpreting  the  language  in  its  primary  literal  meaning,  he 
resorts  (without  pretending  to  show  the  least  sufficient  warrant 
for  so  doing)  to  a  modified  use  of  some  of  the  principal  words, 
and  of  course  to  an  interpretation  of  them,  which  for  aught  he* 
shows  to  the  contrary,  is  wholly  gratuitous  and  arbitrary.  In 
this  way,  as  I  now  claim,  he  has  failed  effectually  to  vindicate, 
as  he  might  have  done,  a  Trinitarian  meaning  of  the  language. 

Til  is  I  shall  now  attempt  to  show  from  the  manner  in  which 
Trinitarian  writei's  have  proceeded  in  interpreting  the  language 
under  consideration. 

Trinitarians  then  have  interpreted  the  language  of  the  Scrip- 
tures as  teaching  in  some  general  import  that  there  is  om'  God 
in  three  persona.  Individuals  however,  though  agreeing  in 
this  general  result,  have  differently  modified  the  word  God^ 
and  the  "^  or  A.  person^  or  the  personal  pronouns  as  applied  to  the 
Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Spirit, — some  giving  one,  and 
some  another  more  particular  meaning  to  these  terms.  With 
this  fact  in  view,  two  material  questions  arise,  viz.,  whether  this 
class  of  interpreters^  or  any  of  tliem^  have  shown^  or  attempted 
to  show^  that  de  tisu  loquendi,  t/iere  is  any  sufficient  warrant  for 
modifyi^  the  meaning  of  these  tetTns  as  they  have  dont'  /  and 
whether  the  particiddr  modified  ^neanlnys  which  tliey  have  given 
to  these  terms  are  fwt  made  to  rest  on  an  unauthorized  and  iin- 
proper  use  of  the  language  f 

In  respect  to  tlie  first  of  these  questions,  I  know  of  nothing 
which  can  give  the  least  plausibility  to  an  affirmative  answer. 
It  will  be  sufficfent  on  this  topic  to  refer  to  the  distinguished 
Trinitarian  writers,  whose  views  we  have  already  stated.  Who 
then  of  them  all,  from  Bishop  Bull  to  Professor  Stuart,  how- 
ever he  may  have  modified  the  import  of  the  terms,  and  how- 
ever he  may  have  supposed  that  by  his  ingenuity  he  has  rescued 
the  language  from  the  charge  of  absurdity,  has  even  attempted 
to  show,  de  usu  loquendi^  any  sufficient  warrant  for  modifying 
its  meaning  as  he  has  done  ?  And  here  the  question  is  not, 
whether  by  gratuitously  assuming  the  inspiration  of  the  writei's, 
Trinitarians  have  inferred  that  there  can  be  no  contradiction  in 
the  actual  meaning  of  the  language ;  nor  whether  by  modify- 
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a  valid  process  of  reasoning,  that  the  meaning  of  the  language 
is  not  absurd,  and  that  either  a  Trinitarian  or  Unitarian  is  its 
actual  meaning,  it  is  not  enough  to  rely  on  the  inspiration,  and 
direct  proofs  of  the  ins})iration  of  the  writers.  The  proofs 
against  their  inspiration,  claimed  by  the  Infidel,  must  be  over- 
thrown. It  mu^t  be  shown  that  the  language  is  not  the  ordinary 
language  of  men  using  terms  in  their  primary  literal  meaning, 
and  tliat  it  is  characterized,  not  by  an  imauthorized  and  im- 
proper, but  by  an  authorized  and  proper  pecidiarity  in  its  use. 
It  must  then  be  interpreted  according  to  the  peculiar  principles 
applicable  to  language  when  thus  used  in  a  })eculiar  manner. 
The  meaning  thus  obtained,  whether  absurd  or  consistent,  false 
or  true,  will  be  the  actual  mcianing.  This  being  thus  ascer- 
tained, tlieii  if  it  be  shown  to  be  free  from  all  absurdity,  and  if 
thus  the  direct  proof  of  the  inspiration  of  the  writers  be  shown 
to  be  unimpaired  by  the  alleged  absurdity  of  the  actual  mean- 
ing, then  and  then  only  will  the  truth  of  that  meaning  bo  es- 
tablished. 

Having  thus  considered  the  unauthorized  peculiarities  in  the 
use  of  the  language  which  are  assumed  by  both  Unitarian  and 
Trinitarian,  as  they  may  be  said  to  rest  on  the  assumption  of 
the  inspiration  of  the  writers,  I  now  proceed  to  consider  them 
as  they  rest  on  the  assumption  of  a  modified  use  of  some  of  the 
important  words. 

On  this  point  let  me  not  be  misundei'stood.     I  do  not  say 
then,  that  the  assumption  of  a  modified  use  of  the  language  i* 
unauthorized.     There  is,  in  my  view,  the  most  decisive  reaso^ 
for  maintaining  that  some  of  the  important  words  are  used  in     ^ 
modified  meaning.     What  I  maintain  is,  that  the  Trinitaric^^ 
assumes  some  partwular  modified  meaning  of  the  langua^^^ 
without  showing  or  pretending  to  show,  de  v^u  loquendi^  X\r 
warrant  or  reasons  for  so  doing,  and  when  in  some  cases 
such  warrant  exists.     Proceeding,  as  I  claim,  in  his  interpreti^^ 
tion  of  the  language,  on  such  insufiicient  ground,  he  not  oiA'^  ' 
subjects  himself  to  the  successful  assaults  of  his  opponents,  bii^-^ 
leaves  a  Trinitarian  meaning  of  the  language  unsupported  au(F  ^ 
undefended.     Strongly  impressed  with  the  proofs  of  the  inspira^^P* 
tion  of  the  writers,  having  to  contend  for  aTrinitanan  meaning ^ 
chiefly  with  those  who  also  admit  their  inspiration,  and  re-*^ 
garding  the  mode  of  interpretation  adopted  by  his  opponent^*-- 
as  entirely  groundless,  the  Trinitarian  has  been  satisfied  to  in — ' 
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sist  on  the  alternative  either  of  adopting  a  Trinitarian  meaning 
of  the  language,  or  of  going  openly  into  the  ranks  of  Infidelity. 
Pressed  in  return  however,  by  the  Unitarian  and  Iniidel,  with 
the  charge  of  those  absuixlities  and  contradictions  which  result 
from  interpreting  tlie  language  in  its  primary  literal  meaning,  he 
resorts  (without  pretending  to  show  the  Iciist  sufficient  warrant 
for  60  doing)  to  a  modijied  use  of  some  of  the  principal  words. 
and  of  course  to  an  interpretation  of  them,  which  for  aught  lie* 
shows  to  the  contrary,  is  wholly  gratuitous  and  arbitrary.  In 
this  way,  as  I  now  claim,  he  has  failed  effectually  to  vindicate, 
as  he  might  have  done,  a  Trinitarian  meaning  of  the  language. 

This  I  shall  now  attempt  to  show  from  the  manner  in  which 
Trinitarian  writere  have  proceeded  in  interpreting  the  language 
under  consideration. 

Trinitarians  then  have  interpreted  the  language  of  the  Scrip- 
tures as  teaching  in  some  general  import  that  there  is  o?ie  God 
in  three  peraofis.  Individuals  however,  though  agreeing  in 
this  general  result,  have  differently  modified  the  word  God^ 
and  the  ^ovd  person,  or  the  personal  pronouns  as  applied  to  the 
Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  S])irit, — some  giving  one,  and 
some  another  more  particular  meaning  to  these  terms.  With 
this  fact  in  view,  two  material  questions  arise,  viz.,  whether  this 
class  of  interpt'eters^  or  any  of  tliem,  have  slurwn,  or  attempted 
to  show,  that  de  usu  loquendi,  tJtere  is  any  sufficient  warrant  for 
unodifying  the  meaning  of  tJiese  terms  as  they  have  done  /  and 
whether  the  particular  modified  fneanings  which  they  have  given 
to  these  terms  are  not  made  to  rest  on  an  unauthorized  and  imr 
proper  use  of  the  language  f 

Li  respect  to  tlie  first  of  these  questions,  I  know  of  nothing 
which  can  give  the  least  plausibility  to  an  affirmative  answer. 
It  will  be  sufficient  on  this  topic  to  refer  to  the  distinguished 
Trinitarian  writers,  whose  views  we  have  already  stated.  Who 
then  of  tliem  all,  from  Bishop  Bull  to  Professor  Stuart,  how- 
ever he  may  have  modified  the  import  of  the  terms,  and  how- 
ever he  may  have  supposed  that  by  his  ingenuity  he  has  rescued 
the  language  from  the  charge  of  absurdity,  has  even  attempted 
to  show,  de  usu  loqucndi,  any  sufficient  warrant  for  modifying 
its  meaning  as  he  has  done  ?  And  here  the  question  is  not, 
whether  by  gratuitously  assuming  the  inspiration  of  the  writere, 
Trinitarians  have  inferred  that  there  can  be  no  contradiction  in 
the  actual  meaning  of  the  language ;  nor  whether  by  modify- 
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iiig  its  meaning  in  a  manner  wholly  arbitrary,  they  hare  been 
able  to  devise  a  possible  conception  of  the  subject  which  is 
exempt  from  contradiction  ;  nor  whether  there  is  in  fact  a  suf- 
ficient warrant  for  modifying  the  meaning  of  the  language; 
nor  w^hether,  when  duly  modified,  its  meaning  is  free  from  all 
contradiction.  But  the  question  is — have  Trinitarians  even 
•attempted  to  show  that,  according  to  the  laws  of  usage,  there 
•is  any  sufficient  warrant  for  modifying  the  meaning  of  the  lan- 
guage as  they  have  modified  it  ?  It  is  undeniable  that  words 
may  be  properly  turned  from  their  ordinary  use  to  a  new  and 
before  unheard-of  meaning,  and  thus  be  used  in  either  a  more 
extended  or  limited  sense.  Tliese  changes  are  subject  to  cer- 
tain fixed  laws  or  rules,  and  when  made  according  to  these 
laws,  there  is  in  every  case,  not  only  good  and  decisive  evidence 
of  the  fact  of  a  change,  but  also  of  what  the  change  is.  On 
these  principles,  very  different  specific  changes  of  this  general 
class  are  fully  authorized,  and  constitute  as  proper  a  use  of  lan- 
guage as  any  other.  Now  that  the  word  God^  or  the  phrase 
one  God^  and  the  personal  pronouns  as  applied  to  the  Father, 
the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  have  in  the  use  of  the  scriptural 
writers  been  changed  into  their  actual  from  their  primary 
meaning,  all  Trinitarians  will  admit.  But  what  advocate  of  the 
Trinity  has  ever  attempted  to  show  this  fact, — to  show  what  the 
changes  are,  on  what  principles  of  usage  they  are  authorized, 
and  having  done  this,  to  fix  the  precise  import  of  the  language 
in  its  changed  and  yet  authorized  and  proper  use  ?  I  can  only 
say,  that  I  know  of  no  such  attempt  on  the  part  of  any  Trinita- 
rian author,  and  I  do  not  believe  that  any  has  ever  been  made. 
On  the  contrary,  so  far  .as  I  know,  Trinitarians  confessing  and 
obliged  to  confess,  that  the  language,  if  used  in  its  ordinary 
meaning,  is  replete  with  absurdity,  instead  of  first  showing  an 
authorized  and  proper  peculiarity  in  the  use  of  it,  and  then  by 
a  just  interpretation  of  its  meaning  exempting  it  from  absurdity, 
whether  the  writers  were  inspired  or  not,  have  relied  solely  on 
the  assumed  inspiration  of  the  writers  for  exempting  tlieir  lan- 
guage from  this  charge.  Tlius  to  rest  the  vindication  of  the 
writers  from  this  charge  soUly  on  the  ground  of  their  inspira- 
tion, is  to  proceed  on  the  assumption  of  an  unauthorized  and 
improper  use  of  the  language. 

I  next  inquire  as  proposed,  whether  the  modified  meaning* 
which  Trinitarians  have  given  to  the  language  under  consider- 
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ation,  at  least  to  some  extent,  do  not  proceed  on  the  ground  of 
an  unauthorized  and  improper  use  of  the  language,  I  do  not 
affirm  that  all  the  modified  meanings  given  to  the  language  by 
Trinitarians  imply  an  unauthorized  and  improper  use  of  it  on 
the  part  of  the  scriptural  writers :  nor  do  I  regard  all  the 
modified  meanings  adopted  by  Trinitarians  which  I  consider 
as  exegetically  groundless,  as  necessarily  false.  What  I  main- 
tain is,  that  some  prominent  Trinitarian  meanings  proceed 
upon  and  imply  an  unauthorized  and  improper  use  of  the  lan- 
guage by  the  scriptural  writers. 

The  Trinitarian  meanings  of  the  language  which  are  now 
under  consideration, constitute  what  may  be  called  certain  par- 
ticular forms  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  which  are  adopted 
by  different  classes  of  Trinitarians.  I  select  the  three  following 
as  examples  for  my  present  purpose, — viz.,  that  which  asserts 
the  eternal  generation  of  the  Son,  and  the  eternal  procession  of 
the  Holy  Spirit ;  that  which  asserts  that  the  three  persons  of 
the  Godhead  are  three  distinct  divine  minds  or  agents,  each 
being  a  complete  subsistence ;  and  that  which  asserts  a  three- 
fold distinction  in  the  Godhead  denoted  by  the  personal  pro- 
nouns, without  describing  affirmatively  at  all  what  this  threefold 
distinction  or  tri-personality  is. 

In  respect  to  each  of  these  forms  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity,  the  question  now  is, — whether  the  meaning  given  to 
the  word  God^  or  the  phrase  one  God^  and  that  given  to  the 
"worA  person^  or  to  \\xq  personal  pronouns ^  do  not  proceed  upon 
and  imply  an  unauthorized  and  improper  use  of  the  language 
by  the  scriptural  writers  ? 

In  the  first  of  these  forms,  the  word  God^  or  the  phrase  one 
Ood^  is  used  to  denote  the  Divine  Being,  or  one  Divine  Being  in 
three  persons, — the  Father,  who  from  eternity  begat  the  Son  ; 
the  Son,  who  from  eternity  was  begotten  of  the  Father ;  and 
the  Holy  Ghost,  who  from  eternity  proceeded  from  the  Father 
and  the  Son.  Can  then,  the  words  God  and  pe7*8on^  or  the 
personal  pronowns^  be  turned  by  the  scriptural  writers  from 
their  primary  literal  meaning,  to  that  which  is  here  given  them, 
according  to  those  laws  of  usage  which  control  such  changes 
in  the  meaning  of  words  ? 

What  then  are  the  laws  of  usage?  Among  them  are  the 
following,  the  specification  of  which  will  be  sufficient  for  my 
present  purpose, — viz. : 
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1.  Tliat  there  is  gy**A  and  sufficient  reasi:>n  for  the  change. 

2.  Tliat  when  a  w.  irJ  is  tiimLMl  from  its  primary  to  a  eecoud- 
arv  meanin<r.  it  must  he  use-.l  either  in  a  more  restricted  or  in 
a  more  oxtonded  sense  than  its  primarr  meaning. 

3.  Tljat  when  the  w«.»rd  is  thus  chansred,  it  must  admit  of  an 
obvious,  dv-rlnite,  and  consistent  meaning. 

4.  Tliat  in  ilie  case  suppc»sed.  ihere  must  be  good  and  snflB- 
cient  evidoiKO-   ^f  the  new  and  m-xlifietl  meaning  of  the  word. 

Tlie  fi»rej«»in^  laws  of  us;ige.  in  turning  words  from  their 
primarv  lo  a  secondarv  meaning,  are  $*."»  obviously  indispensable 
to  the  purj>i»ses  f'»r  which  hwiguage  is  employed,  that  I  deem  it 
quite  unnecessary  to  illustrate  *»r  to  confirm  their  authority. 
Hie  mere  statement  of  them  is  sufficient  to  show,  that  if  the 
violation  "f  them,  or  of  even  the  second  and  the  third,  is  in- 
volved in  the  use  of  language  in  a  secondary  meaning,  that  use 
is  unauthorized  and  improj^r,  and  the  language  incapable  of 
any  reliable  interpretation. 

I  proceed  then  to  say,  that  if  the  scriptural  language  under 
consiilerati'^n  is  used  to  express  the  present  form  of  the  doctrine 
of  the  Trinity,  it  is  used  in  violation  ««f  each  of  the  foregoing 
rules  or  laws  of  usage.     And  tii^r  in  respect  to  the  word  God. 
Tlie  w«»rd  (j*h7^  in  its  primary  distincrive  meaning,  denotes  a 
self-existent,  eternal,  independent,  immutable  Being.     These 
ideas  "f  <Tf  »d  are  essential  elements  in  anv  and  everv  authorized 
concept i««n  v»f  him  as  a  Being.     But  according  to  the  present 
form  of  the  d^^ictrine  of  the  Trinitv,  the  one  God  is  neither  self- 
existent,  nor  eternal,  nor  indej>endent,  nor  immutable.    The 
second  and  thinl  persons  of  the  Godhead  have  a  derived  and 
dependent  existence,  or  distinct  subsistence,  and  yet  the  three 
persons  are  the  one  Goil,  and  this  Being  is  self-existent,  eternal 
independent,  and  immutable.    Tliis  conception  is  plainly  iitt- 
prtssible  to  the  human  mind,  and  for  such  a  use  of  the  wor^ 
Go(I.  or  fur  so  turning  it  from  its  primary  meaning,  no  good  aO^ 
sufficient  reas«.>n  can  be  ^ven.     Xor  is  the  word,  according^  ^^ 
this  form  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  used  in  any  part  of  i-  T 
primary  distinctive  meaning  only,  nor  in  the  whole  of  that  wiC^ 
6<>me  a»lditional  meaning.     Xor  di>es  it  admit  of  the  suppoee^"^ 
meaning  jis  ubvinus,  definite,  and  ^consistent ;  for  the  nieanin 
is  one  uf  the  most  unobvious,  palpably  indefinite,  and  sel 
contradietorv,  conceivable.     Nor  is  there  the  least  evidenc 
from  the  Scriptures,  the  only  source  of  evidence  in  the  casor  ^ 
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that  it  18  used  in  this  meaning.  We  know  indeed,  that  the 
advocates  of  this  form  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  liave  their 
proof-texts  to  allege.  We  shall  only  say,  that  in  view  of  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  and  of  the  results  of  enlightened 
and  unprejudiced  interpretation,  we  do  not  think  that  an  ex- 
amination of  this  class  of  texts  is  required  in  the  argument. 

"We  now  come  to  the  supposed  use  of  the  word  pei-son,  or  of 
the  personal  pronouns,  as  these  are  applied  to  the  Father,  the 
Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  in  this  form  of  the  Trinitarian  doc- 
trine, in  which  the  distinct  personality  of  each  of  the  persons 
in  the  Godhead  consists  in  or  depends  on  a  peculiar  fact ;  in 
the  case  of  the  Father,  that  he  from  eternity  hegat  the  Son ;  in 
the  case  of  the  Son,  that  he  was  from  eternity  hegotten  of  the 
Father ;  and  in  the  case  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  that  he  eternally 
proceeded  from  the  Father  and  the  Son ;  each  of  the  pereons 
being  in  essence  and  attributes  identically  one  and  the  same. 
Now,  by  what  law  of  usage  can  the  personal  pronouns  be 
changed  from  their  primary  to  such  a  secondary  meaning  as 
this  ?  By  what  law  can  they  be  properly  employed  to  express 
the  facts  of  eternally  hegetting^  of  ieing  eternally  hegotten^  and 
of  eternally  proceeding  froin^  rather  than  the  words  circle,  tri- 
angle, or  quadrangle,  or  than  the  letters  a?,  y,  and  z  ?  Plainly 
no  possible  reason  can  be  given.  Nor  can  it  be  pretended  that 
this  new  meaning  in  either  case  is  any  part  of  the  primary 
meaning  of  the  word,  and  much  less  the  whole  of  it  with  some 
additional  meaning.  Still  less,  if  possible,  can  there  be  a  pre- 
tense that  the  alleged  new  meaning  is  either  obvious,  definite, 
or  consistent,  or  that  there  is  the  slightest  evidence  of  its  being 
the  actual  meaning.  Thus  every  law  which  we  have  specified, 
as  regulating  the  changes  of  words,  is  violated  by  the  supposed 
use  of  the  personal  pronouns  as  they  are  applied  to  the  Father, 
the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  in  the  Scriptures.  Having  shown 
the  same  thing  in  respect  to  the  use  of  the  God  as  interpreted 
by  this  class  of  Trinitarians,  it  follows,  that  in  their  interpreta- 
tion they  proceed  on  the  assumption  that  the  scriptural  writei*s, 
.in  changing  this  language  from  its  primary  to  .a  secoiuhiry 
meaning,  have  violated  the  fundamental  laws  of  usage  which 
regulate  such  changes,  and  have  of  course  used  it  in  an  un- 
authorized and  improper  manner,  which  renders  it  incapable 
of  any  reliable  interpretation  whatever. 

I  now  recur  to  the  second  form  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trin- 
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ity  above  specified.  Tliis  aflSrms  that  the  three  persons  in  the 
Godliead  are  three  distinct  divine  minds  or  agents,  each  being 
a  complete  subsistence.*  Understanding  this  language  in  its 
only  possible  meaning,  it  does  not  affirm  but  denies  the  exist- 
ence of  one  God,  or  of  one  divine  being;  inasmuch  as  it  does 
not  affirm  but  denies  the  existence  of  one  divine  substance 
with  even  one  divine  phenomenal  nature.  If  it  implies,  what 
it  does  not  assert,  viz.,  one  common  substratum  or  substance 
in  which  the  whole  is  united  as  one  thing,  still  this  whole  does 
not  include  one  substance  with  even  one  phenomenal  nature, 
and  something  more, — not  one  substance  with  three  phenome- 
nal natures — but  one  substance  (which  cannot  be  properly 
called  a  substance)  with  three  distinct  divine  minds  or  agents, 
each  of  which  being  affirmed  to  be  a  complete  subsistence,  is 
necessarilv  conceived  to  be  a  distinct  divine  beins:  in  the  or- 
dinary  import  of  the  word.  Tliis  is  affirming  three  Gods  in 
one  God.  Thus  the  meaning  of  the  word  God^  or  the  phrase 
one  God^  or  one  divine  being,  instead  of  being  an  extension  or 
restriction  of  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  language,  and  so 
including  the  essential  primary  conception  of  a  being,  and  any 
part  of  the  primary  meaning  of  the  language,  is  wholly  a  new 
one.  It  is  true  that  in  this  case,  the  full,  ordinary  meaning  of 
the  word  person^  even  that  of  a  being,  is  retaiaed.  But  then 
the  word  being  in  the  phrase  one  divine  heaig^  entirely  loses  its 
primary,  ordinary  meaning;  for  what  is  now  called  a  being, 
instead  of  including  the  essential  idea  or  conception  of  a  sub- 
stance as  that  to  which  a  phenomenal  nature  directly  pertains, 
excludes  this  conception,  and  substitutes  for  substance  in  this 
necessary  import,  a  mere  vinculum  or  bond  by  which  three 
distinct  divine  beings  are  united  or  combined,  not  into  one 
being,  but  into  one  thing.  Now  for  such  a  use  of  the  terms 
God^  one  God,  one  divifie  heing,  there  can  be  no  good  and  suf- 
ficient reason.  It  does  not  imply  a  unity  which  need  be  or 
can  be  for  any  purpose  characterized  as  oneness  of  being,  nor 
is  there  any  reason  why  the  fact,  supposed  in  this  mode  of  the 
divine  subsistence,  would  not  be,  but  decisive  reason  why  it 
should  be  expressed  by  other  language.  At  the  same  time,  as 
we  have  shown,  the  supposed  use  of  the  language  excludes 


^  This  form  of  the  doctriue  should  be  distinguished  from  that  which  affimu 
that  three  persons  are  incompleU  Bubsistences. 
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every  essential  conception  in  the  primary  meaning  of  the  word 
heing^  and  involves  in  every  possible  authorized  meaning  of  it, 
obvious  self-contradiction.  Nor  will  it  be  pretended  that  there 
is  or  can  be  any  evidence  that  when  the  Scriptures  speak  of 
the  existence  of  only  one  God,  they  mean  three  Gods  so  united 
by  something,  that  the  whole  is  not  one  being  in  any  possible 
meaning  of  the  word.  According  then  to  what  has  been  said, 
it  is  plain  that  the  advocates  of  the  present  form  of  the  doctrine 
of  the  Trinity  proceed  on  the  assumption  that  the  scriptural 
writers,  in  turning  language  from  its  primary  to  a  secondary 
meaning,  violate  the  fundamental  laws  which  control  such 
changes,  and  of  course  use  language  in  that  unauthorized  and 
improper  manner  which  renders  it  incapable  of  any  reliable 
interpretation. 

Let  us  now  consider  the  third  form  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity  before  specified,  which  having  obtained  considerable 
prevalence,  claims  consideration.  In  respect  to  the  unity  of 
God  it  may  be  thus  stated, — that  God  is  one  being — numen- 
caUy  one  in  essence  and  in  attributes;  that  ihc  Father,  the 
Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  luis  numerically  the  same  perfections ; 
that  the  Son  possesses  not  simply  a  similar  or  equal  essence 
and  perfections,  but  numerically  the  same  as  the  Father  and 
the  Holy  Ghost.* 

This  conception  of  God  as  one  being  is  simply  the  ordinary 
conception  of  one  being,  as  consisting  of  one  substance  or  es- 
sence, and  one  nature,  called  his  attributes.  The-  error  in  re- 
spect to  this  language  is  not  that  its  use  is  characterized  by  an 
unauthorized  and  improper  peculiarity,  but  that  it  is  charac- 
terized by  no  peculiarity  at  all.  They  who  affirm  this  view  of 
the  divine  unity  also  affirm  that  God, — ^not  in  respect  to  hisYe- 
latious,  or  modes  of  acting  or  revealing  himself,  but  as  a  heing^ 
— is  tri-persomal.  It  is  obvious  then,  that  as  there  is  no  change 
in  the  use  of  the  phrase  one  God  or  one  divine  being  from  its 
ordinary  use,  there  must  be  such  a  change  in  the  use  of  the 
word  person^  or  the  doctrine  of  one  God  in  three  persons  is  no 
other  than  the  palpable  self-contradiction  of  one  God  in  three 
Gods.  Nor  is  this  all.  No  supposable  change  in  the  meaning 
of  the  word  jperson^  from  its  ordinary  meaning,  can  exempt  thia 
form  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  from  self-contradiction,  foj? 

^  Stuart's  Letters  to  Channing. 
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Btill  tri-personality  is  made  a  predicate  of  God  as  an  element  of 
his  being,  i.  e.,  of  the  mode  of  his  subsistence.  While  therefore 
it  affirms  that  God  is  numericallv  <^ne  beinj?  in  essence  and  in 
attributes, — in  other  words,  that  his  whole  being  consists  of  one 
essence  and  one  nature,  called  his  attributes, — it  asserts  that 
something  more  pertains  to  his  being,  viz.,  tin-personality ; 
that  is,  that  the  whole  of  the  being  is  not  the  whol^  of  the 
being.  Tliis  definition  of  the  unity  of  God  therefore,  pre- 
cludes all  possibility  of  tri-pei*sonality  as  a  predicate  of  his 
being,  and  subverts  the  Trinitarian  doctrine  of  one  God  in 
three  persons.  Tain  therefore,  is  the  attempt  to  maintain  the 
existence  of  one  God  in  three  person^^  without  proceeding  on 
the  ground  of  some  authorized  and  proper  peculiarity  in  the 
scriptural  use  of  the  terms  one  GocL  Trinitarians  must  either 
take  ground  with  the  Infidel,  and  with  him  impute  self-con- 
tradiction to  the  scriptural  writers ;  or  they  nmst  abandon  the 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity  as  taught  in  the  Scriptures ;  or  they  nmst 
show  some  authorized  and  proper  peculiarity  in  the  scriptural 
use  of  Trinitarian  language,  that  is,  of  the  phrase  one  Gml^  and 
of  the  pei*sonal  pronouns  as  applied  to  the  Father,  the  Son,  and 
the  Holy  Ghost.  The  latter  they  are  bound  to  do  according  to 
their  own  principles.  For  if  the  tri-pei*sonality  of  God  was 
revealed  to  scriptural  writers  for  the  purpose  of  being  com- 
municated to  others, — and  that  such  was  the  fact  every  Trini- 
tarian maintains, — then  the  scriptural  writers  could  not  use  the 
phrase  one  God  in  such  a  meaning,  as  in  the  view  of  others 
would  exclude  and  deny  the  tri-personality  of  his  being,  with- 
out using  the  language  in  an  unauthorized  and  improper  man- 
ner. Tliey  were  bound  by  the  laws  of  language  to  use  the 
plirase  one  God  in  such  a  meaning  as  would  accord  with  their 
knowledge  of  the  subject,  and  of  course  in  such  a  manner  as 
not  to  exclude  and  deny  the  tri-personality  of  the  Godhead. 
With  the  extension  of  their  knowledge  of  God's  mode  of  sub- 
sistence, their  meaning  of  the  word  God^  and  of  the  terms  one 
God^  would  extend.  To  suppose  them  then  to  use  this  language, 
— as  this  class  of  Trinitarians  do, — in  simply  its  primary  mean- 
ing,— to  denote  a  being  consisting  of  one  and  only  one  substance 
or  essence,  and  one  nature  called  his  attributes,  so  that  the  es- 
sence and  attributes  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the 
Holy  Spirit,  are  numerically  the  same,  as  we  conceive  the 
essence  and  attributes  of  a  man  to  be  numerically  the  same,  is 
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to  suppose  them  not  only  to  utter  contradiction  in  asserting  the 
unity  and  tri-personality  of  God,  but  to  use  tlie  word  God^  and 
the  phrase  oixe  God^  with  their  knowledge  of  tlie  subject,  in  an 
unauthorized  and  improper  manner.     It  is  true,  that  on  the 
present  supposition,  the  writers  would  not  use  tlie  h\nguage  in 
an  unautliorized  and  improper  manner  by  turning  it  from  its 
primary -meaning ;  but  by  not  turning  it  from  that  meaning 
when  the  exigency  of  the  case  required.     Tlie  erroneous  as- 
sumption then  which  1  ascribe  to  this  class  of  Trinitarians,  is 
not  that  these  writers  turn  it  from  Its  primary  \o  an  unauthor- 
ized and  improper  use,  but  that  they  employ  it  in  an  unauthor- 
ized and  improper  manner  by  using  it  in  its  primary  meaning. 
In  respect  to  X)iq  personal  pronouns^  I  claim  that  this  class 
of  Trinitarians  assume  an  unauthorized  and  improper  peculiarity 
in  their  use,  as  they  are  applied  by  the  scriptural  writers  to  the 
Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost.     I  have  already  presented 
what  I  regard  as  a  full  account  of  the  meaning  which  this  class 
of  Trinitarians  give  to  the  language  now  under  consideration. 
"Whatever  may  be  thought  of  the  consistency  or  inconsistency  of 
the  different  forms  in  which  this  view  of  the  tri-personality  of  the 
Godhead  is  presented,  one  thing  seems  quite  undeniable, — that 
it  proceeds  on  the  assumption,  that  the  personal  pronouns  are 
not  used  to  express  either  the  whole  or  a  part  of  what  must  be 
considered  tlieir  distinctive  primary  meaning,  but  only  the  very 
general  idea  or  conception  of  a  threefold  distinction  in  the 
Godhead.     It  is  true,  that  it  is  said  that  there  is  a  distinction 
which  lays  a  foundation  for  the  application  of  the  personal  pro- 
nouns I,  thou,  he,  which  renders  it  proper  to  speak  of  sending 
and  being  sent,  &c.     At  the  same  time  however,  "separate 
consciousness,  will,  power,''  &c.,  are  denied.     It  would  be  im- 
possible then,  that  this  class  of  Trinitarians  should  consider  the 
personal  pronouns,  in  their  present  application,  as  used  in  any 
other  manner  than  to  express  the  very  general  conception  of 
s  threefold  distinction  in  the  Godhead.     Kow,  if  this  be  so, 
"these  words  are  not  only  turned  from  their  primary  meaning, 
T)ut  they  are  turned  from  it  in  violation  of  every  law  of  usage 
"vhich  regulates  such  changes.    In  the  first  place,  there  can  be 
iio  good  and  sufficient  reason  for  the  supposed  use  of  these  pro- 
Xiouns  rather  than  of  any  other  words,  or  than  merely  algebraic 
»gn8.     Again,  according  to  the  supposed  use  and  meaning  of 
'them,  they  retain  no  part  of  their  primary  distinctive  meaning, 
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br  which  a  person  is  distingiiisheJ  fn:»ra  that  which  is  not  a 
pers«>ij,  **r  one  }»erss>n  from  another.  Xor  do  they  admit  of  any 
obvk.us,  definite,  and  consistent  meaning  in  the  supposed  use. 
For  as  we  have  shown,  in  view  of  the  definition  i»f  the  unity  of 
God  adttpted  by  this  class  of  Trinitarians,  these  pronouns  can 
ex]»ress  no  meaninir,  no  c« ♦ncepti«"»n  of  any  thing  which  can  be 
called  tri-pers<:»naliiy.  or  a  threefold  distinction  in  the  Godhead, 
the  exi^tence  of  which  is  p<>ssil»le  in  the  nature  of  things.  And 
further,  instead  of  any  evidence  of  the  supposed  meaning,  which 
is  wholly  precludeil  by  tlie  impossibility  of  the  thing  to  be 
proved,  there  is  decisive  evidence  to  the  contrary.  Nothing 
can  be  plainer,  than  that  the  scriptural  writers  use  the  personal 
pron«.»uns,  in  their  present  application,  in  at  least  some  of  their 
distinctive  primary  meaning :  that  is,  in  some  of  that  meaning 
by  which  a  pers<»n  is  distinguished  from  that  which  is  not  a 
].K?rson.  Even  th«>se  whom  we  now  oppose,  admit  that  the 
threef«tld  distincti«»n  which  they  affirm,  renders  it  proper  to 
speak  of  ^ending  and  of  being  sent.  etc.  They  even  claim  that 
these  distinctions,  notwithstanding:  thev  disclaim  any  affirma- 
tive  description  of  them,  and  deny  all  distinction  in  respect  to 
essence  and  attributes,  mav  exist  in  re«:ard  to  attributes  or 
essence. 

It  thus  appears  that  many  Trinitarians,  in  their  interpretation 
of  the  Trinitarian  language  of  the  Scriptures,  proceed  on  the 
assumption  of  an  unauthorized  and  improper  peculiarity  in  the 
use  of  that  language.     Such  a  use  of  language  admitting  of  no 
reliable  interj>retation,  it  follows  that  the  meaning  given  it, 
and  of  course  the  doctrine  derived  fn:^m  it,  is  utterly  ground- 
less.    Tlie  meaning  given  to  the  language  in  each  instance  is 
wholly  arbitrary — given  at  the  pleasure  of  the  interpreters; 
given  when  the  wortls  interpreted  furnish  no  possible  reason 
fur  the  meaning  actually  given  rather  than  any  other ;  given 
when  anv  other  words  would  have  furnished  as  much  evidence 
of  the  same  meaning,  on  the  part  of  the  writers,  as  these ;  given 
when  the  words  are  so  used,  that  according  to  the  laws  of  usage 
they  no  more  admit  of  or  require   one   meaning   than    an- 
other ;  given  when  the  words  cease  to  be  words,  by  being  so 
used  as  to  convey  no  possible  meaning  whatever ;  given  when 
the  same  ideas  and  conceptions  respecting  God's  mode  of  sub- 
sistence, might  as  well  be  imputed  to  the  scriptural  writers, 
had  they  used  no  words  on  the  subject. 
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Again :    the  error  which  we  are  now  considering  has  not 
been  unconnected  with  consequences  to  the  cause  of    truth 
which  are  ranch  to  be  regretted.     It  is  to  this  error,  as  it  exists 
on  the  part  of  Trinitarians,  that  in  the  present  connection  T  de- 
sire now  to  call  attention,  and  this  in  relation  to  onlv  one  of  its 
consequences.     To  say  nothing  then  of  the  extravagance,  the 
deficiency,  the  indefiniteness,  the  unintelligibleness,  an<l  even 
the  absurdity  which  characterize  different  statements  of  the 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  and  which  in  view  of  their  authors 
seem  to  be  required  by  the  language  and  authority  of  inspira- 
tion itself,  Trinitarians  generally  have  placed  such  an  exclusive 
reliance  on  this  authority  for  successfully  maintaining  their 
doctrine,  that  they  have  done  almost  nothing  adapted  to  the 
purpose  of  exempting  it  from  absurdity  in  the  mind  of  the 
Unitarian,  and  still  less  in  the  mind  of  the  Infidel.     They  have 
scarcely  attempted  to  unfold  any  authorized  peculiar  use  of 
scriptural  language  on  this  subject  or  the  peculiar  principles 
of  its  interpretation,  and  in  this  way  to  ascertain  its  precise 
import  and  vindicate  it  from  the  charge  of  absurdity.    This, 
though  it  does  not  justify  or  palliate  the  charge  of  absurdity 
against  every  Trinitarian  meaning  of  the  language,  leaves  the 
plausibility  of  the  charge  unremoved,  and  is,  in  my  estimation, 
a  serious  deficiency  in  the  mode  of  defending  the  truth.     A 
more  plausible  mode  of  assailing  the  Trinitarian  would  be  to 
show  that  he  does  not  justify,  hy  the  laws  of  intei'pretation^ 
even  any  consistent  meaning  which  he  contrives  to  give  to 
scriptural  language.    Another  general  principle  however,  will 
show  how  inadequate  is  the  mode  of  reasoning  adopted  by  the 
Trinitarian.     If,  in  a  case  in  which  the  writer  or  speaker  in- 
tiends  to  be  understood,  no  proper  and  peculiar  use  of  language 
arising  from  the  nature  of  the  subject  or  other  cause  will  au- 
thorize the  rejection  of  a  contradictory  and  absurd  meaning, 
or  the  adoption  of  any  other  as  the  actual  meaning,  then  we 
^re  not  at  liberty  to  reject  the  former  or  to  adopt  the  latter. 
"WTiatever  presumption  against  the  absurd  as  the  actual  mean- 
i  mg  may  arise  from  the  character  of  the  writer,  it  cannot  be 
ood  procf  against  its  being  the  actual  meaning  where  there  is 
o  other  evidence  against,  but  abundant  other  evidence  for  its 
ing  so,  in  the  just  interpretation  of  the  language.     It  is  on 
is  principle  only  that  respectable  and  even  the  ablest  writers 
be,  as  they  often  are,  convicted  of  uttering  absurdity.    On 
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the  same  principle  the  Trinitarian  rejects  the  inferior  or  limitec 
sense  of  the  word  God^  given  by  Unitarians  to  the  word  when 
applied  to  Christ.  For  so  doing  he  assigns  two  reasons :  thaf 
there  is  in  the  instances  of  such  an  application  of  the  word  no 
evidence  for,  but  decisive  evidence  against  its  being  the  actual 
meaning ;  and  that  the  Unitarian  adopts  it  as  the  actual  instead 
of  the  Trinitarian  meaning,  for  an  insufficient  reason,  viz.,  be- 
cause regai'ding  the  Trinitarian  meaning  as  absm'd,  it  is  incon- 
sistent with  tlie  inspiration  of  the  writers,  whereas  he  ought  to 
receive  the  Trinitarian  as  the  actual  meaning,  if  the  laws  of 
interpretation  give  it  as  such,  and  this  notwithstanding  that  in 
his  view  it  is  inconsistent  with  the  inspiration  of  the  writers. 
But  if  the  Unitarian  is  forbidden  thus  to  fall  back  on  the  inspi- 
ration of  the  writers,  and  merely  for  this  reason  to  deny  that 
an  absurd  meaning  is  their  actual  meaning,  why  is  not  the 
Trinitarian  forbidden  to  deny,  merely  for  tlie  same  reason, 
the  absurdity  of  the  meaning  itself?  He  is;  and  is  as  unpro- 
tected from  the  assault  of  the  Infidel  as  the  Unitarian  is  in 
his  position.  Both  the  TrinitArian  and  Unitarian  are  bound 
by  logical  consistency,  either  to  be  Infidels  by  denying  the 
inspiration  of  the  scriptural  writers,  or  to  show, — after  hav- 
ing ascertained  by  the  laws  of  usage  and  jusl  interpretation, 
irrespectively  of  the  inspiration  of  these  wrirers,  the  actual 
meaning  of  their  language, — that  this  meaning  is  free  from  all 
absurdity.  If  these  things  are  so,  then  in  the  unauthorized 
uses  which  the  Trinitarian  and  Unitarian  make  of  the  inspira- 
tion of  the  scriptural  writei*s  in  obtaining  the  meaning  of  their 
language,  there  is  no  substantial  difiference,  though  in  another 
material  respect  there  is  between  these  parties  an  important 
one.  The  Unitarian,  as  it  may  appear,  in  defense  of  his  mean- 
hig  of  the  language  under  consideration,  has  no  valid  ground 
on  which  to  stand,  and  therefore,  little  as  he  suspects  it,  takes 
the  position  of  an  unauthorized  use  of  the  language  and  oi 
arbitrary  interpretation,  and  at  the  same  time  absurdly  main- 
tains the  inspiration  of  the  writers.  It  may  also  appear  that 
the  Trinitarian,  in  maintaining  his  meaning  of  the  language, 
ha^  valid  ground  to  take,  viz.,  that  of  an  authorized  peculiarity 
in  the  use  oi  the  language,  according  to  which  its  meaning  can 
be  ascertained  and  exempted  from  all  absurdity  by  the  juat 
laws  of  interpretation,  the  inspiration  of  the  writers  be  de- 
fended, and  tlie  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  in  its  true  form  estab- 
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lisbed.  If  fliere  is  such  ground  for  the  Trinitarian,  he  is  bound 
to  take  it.  Not  to  do  so,  is  at  best  to  furnish  an  inadequate 
defense  of  what  he  regards  as  revealed  truth,  and  even  to 
abandon  the  Scriptures  to  the  ruthless  desecration  of  the  In- 
fidel. 

I  now  proceed  to  show  as  I  proposed,  that  the  Unitarian 
resorts  to  a  modiji^d  use  of  some  of  the  important  terms  under 
consideration,  without  any  sufficient  warrant  for  so  doing ;  in 
other  words,  that  in  changing  the  meaning  of  some  of  these 
terms  from  primary  to  secondary,  he  assumes  an  unauthorized 
and  improper  peculiarity  in  the  use  of  them  by  the  scriptural 
writers.  It  is  true  that  in  thus  modifying  this  language,  he 
claims  to  proceed  on  the  ground  of  an  authorized  and  proper 
peculiarity  in  its  use ;  that  in  respect  to  some  of  the  terms, 
they  are  properly  and  warrantably  employed  in  an  irtfei^r  or 
restricted  sense^  and  in  respect  to  others,  that  they  are  properly 
used  by  persaniflcation. 

We  say  then,  that  Unitarians,  in  this  mode  of  interpreting 

the  language,  proceed  on  the  presumption  of  an  unauthorized 

and  improper  use  of  it  by  the  scriptural  writers.    This  they  do 

in  maintaining  that  the  word  God  is  applied  to  Christ  in  the 

Scriptures,  in  an  inferior  and  limited  sense,     Now  if  tliis  be  so, 

— if  the  scriptural  writers  use  the  word  God  in  this  application 

to  denote  that  Christ,  as  a  being,  is  any  thing  less  than  a  divine 

being, — then  we  claim  that  the  manner  in  which  they  use  it  for 

this  purpose  is  unauthorized  and  improper.     We  admit  that 

the  word  may  be  and  is  properly,  in  some  cases,  turned  from 

its  primary  literal  use,  and  employed  in  an  inferior  sense.     But 

tben  this  turning  of  words  from  their  primary  to  a  secondary 

xxmeaning  is,  in  all  cases,  subject  to  some  fixed  law  or  principle 

^^^liich  cannot  be  violated  without  using  it  in  an  unauthoiized 

£^r^d  improper  manner.    What  we  claim  then  is,  that  if  the 

go^^ptural  writers  use  the  word  in  its  present  application  in  an 

ijrm/erior  s^nse,  as  maintained  by  Unitarians,  they  violate  the 

pjrinciple  or  law  of  change  which  is  applicable  to  the  case,  and 

so  employ  the  word  in  an  unauthorized  and  improper  manner. 

Tttis  will  appear  by  recurring  to  this  principle,  and  to  those 

wlxich  are  adopted  by  Unitarians  in  the  interpretation  of  the 

l*»guage. 

Tile  general  principle  or  rule  then,  which  is  applicable  to 

enoli  cases,  is,  thai  a  word  is  to  he  considered  as  usedin  its  cam- 
9  6« 
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mon  literal  in^^anin/f  in  every  case,  unless  good  and  sufficients 
evidence  to  the  contrary  is  furniahed  hy  the  case  itself.    Th^ 
justness  of  this  principle  is  inaiiifcst  at  once,  if  we  reflect  that^ 
to  suppose  a  word  turned  from  its  primarj"  literal  import,  t 
another,  without  good  evidence  of  the  change  and  of  the  nevr^ 
moaning  in  which  it  is  used,  is  to  suppose  the  language  not  to 
convey  the  meaning  of  the  writer  or  speaker,  and  therefore  not 
to  be  properly  used.     Whatever  may  be  the  meaning  of  the 
writer  or  speaker  in  such  a  case,  his  language  conveys  none. 
If  we  are  led  by  some  accidentiil  circumstance  to  conjecture 
or  guess  concerning  it,  still  his  language,  furnishing  no  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  what  it  is,  is  plainly  used  in  an  unauthorized 
and  improper  manner.     Tlie  question  then  arises,  what  is  good 
and  sufficient  evidence  that  language  is  used,  not  in  its  primary 
but  in  a  secondary  meaning  ?     I  answer,  negatively — 

Fii-st — ^Tliat  the  7nere  absurdity  or  falsehood  of  its  primary 
literal  meaning,  is  not  such  evidence.  Unitarians  maintain  the 
principle, — and  a  very  convenient  one  it  is,  with  their  gratui- 
tous assumption  of  the  absurdity  of  a  Trinitarian  meaning, 
for  their  purpose  in  this  controverey, — that  we  may  reject 
the  primary  literal  meaning  of  language  if  it  be  absuixi, 
when  the  mere  words  will  bear  it,  thougli  we  cannot  decide 
what  is  the  actual  meaning.  This  may  be  true  in  some  rare 
cases,  as  in  the  utterance  of  a  prophecy  whose  import  is  to  be 
understood  only  in  its  fulfillment ;  or  in  certain  other  cases, 
when  the  design  is  present  obscurity  which  is  to  be  removed 
by  future  explanation  ;  or  when  the  antiquity  of  a  book,  or 
various  readings,  or  errors  in  transcription,  &c.,  deprive  us  of 
those  means  of  deciding  the  actual  meaning  of  language  which 
were  possessed  by  contemporaries  of  the  writer.  But  what  has 
this  to  do  with  the  case  in  hand, — a  case  in  which  the  writers 
are  divinely  commissioned  to  reveal  truth  for  the  instruction  of 
all  mankind,  and  in  which  they  profess,  and  plainly  design,  to 
convey  a  meaning  through  the  language  which  they  employ? 
Here  the  principle  can  have  no  application.  Mere  absurdity 
or  falsehood,  v^hatevGV  presumption  it  may  do  in  other  cases, 
can  aflord  none  in  this,  much  less  become  j[>r(?^  of  another 
meaning  than  that  which  is  absurd.  Tlie  writer  not  only  may, 
but  the  proof  is  decisive  that  he  does  utter  an  absurdity.  The 
language,  justly  interpreted,  either  expresses  an  absurd  mean- 
ing or  it  does  not.    K  it  does,  then  an  absurd  meaning  is  its 
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actual  meaning,  and  cannot  be  rejected  as  such.    If  it  does 
not,  then  the  absurd  meaning  is  not  the  actual  meaning,  and  is 
to  be  rejected,  not  because  it  is  absurd,  but  because  it  is  not, 
by  just  interpretation,  the  actual  meaning.     Why  then  talk  of 
rejecting  a  meaning  which  is  given  by  the  laws  of  interpreta- 
tion, merely  because  it  is  absurd  ?    Is  it  said,  that  nothing  is 
more  common  in  the  correct  mode  of  interpreting  language, 
than  to  reject  a  supposed  meaning  merely  because  it  is  absurd  ? 
I  answer,  never.     Aside  from  the  character  of  the  writer,  the 
manner  of  writing,  and  other  considerations,  tlie  absurdity  of  a 
meaning  can  never  be  reason  for  rejecting  it  as  the  actual  one. 
Language  is  capable  of  being  used  in  a  definite  meaning,  and 
when  properly  employed,  gives  that  which  is  intended.    When 
therefore,  a  writer  intends  to  convey  a  definite  meaning,  if 
his  language  justly  interpreted  does  convey  such  an  one,  and 
can  convey  no  other,  and  when  the  meaning  thus  conveyed  is 
absurd,  he  is  charged  with  uttering  absurdity.    In  what  other 
way  can  any  one  ever  be  convicted  of  uttering  absurdity  ? 
How  else  can  Unitarians,  even  with  a  show  of  honesty  in  their 
own  view,  charge  Trinitarians  with  absurdity  in  affinning  that 
there  is  one  God  in  three  persons  ?    And  if  the  sacred  writers 
use  language  properly  when  using  it  in  this  manner,  why  does 
not  the  Trinitarian  use  it  properly  in  conforming  to  their  ex- 
ample ?  and  why  is  not  his  language  to  be  interpreted  accord- 
ingly ?    Why  is  not  the  Unitarian,  and  every  other  interpreter 
oi  the  Scriptures,  to  conform  to  the  same  inspired  model  of 
propriety  ?    And  then  what  a  revelation  from  God  would  that 
^e,  the  language  of  which,  according  to  just  laws  of  interpre- 
:.^tioii,  expresses  only  an  absurd  meaning,  and  must  therefore 
>«  supposed  to  have  another  actual  meaning,  though  none  can 
^11  what !     K  this  is  not  to  suppose  the  language  to  be  used 
gx  a  peculiar  manner,  which  is  altogether  unauthorized  and  im- 
» j'oper,  it  is  diflicult  to  say  what  would  be.    It  is  to  no  purpose 
::>  Bay  that  the  writers  were  divinely  inspired.    What  warrant 
»ve  inspired  writers  more  than  others,  to  use  language  for  the 
istruction  of  mankind  in  such  a  manner,  that  according  to  the 
i'^'Ta  of  just  interpretation,  it  expresses  only  an  absurd  mean- 
^g  ?.   What  vindication  is  it,  when  it  is  once  conceded,  that 
'^rrectly  interpreted,  they  actually  utter  absurdity,  that  they  do 
JOt  utter  absurdity,  because  they  were  inspired  ?    Would  it  not 
^  more  consequential  to  say,  they  were  inspired  to  utter 
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absurdity  ?     Be  this  as  it  may,  if  they  utter  absurdity  according 
to  a  correct  interpretation  of  their  language,  they  do  the  sam^ 
whether  inspired  or  not  inspired.     Absurdity  is  as  good  evi— 
dence  against  mspiration,  as  inspiration  is  against  absurdity^ 
Inspiration  can  liave  no  influence  as  evidence  against  an  absurd 
actual  meaning  in  any  case,  unless  the  language  according  to 
correct  interpretation,  will  express  another  meaning  than  the 
absurd  one. 

Tlie  principle  of  interpretation  we  are  considering,  is  one  of 
those  vaunted  principles  of  Unitarians — and  the  more  entitled 
to  examination  on  tliis  account — by  which  divine  revelation  is 
to  be  rescued  from  the  contempt  of  the  Infidel.  We  cannot 
but  think  however,  that  to  reject  an  absurd  meaning  as  the 
actual,  and  when  it  is  proved  by  the  only  evidence  on  the  ques- 
tion to  be  the  actual  meaning  solely  because  it  is  absurd,  or 
sol'dy  because  it  is  absurd  and  because  the  writers  are  supposed 
to  be  inspired,  is  the  last  expedient  that  a  wise  advocate  of  a 
divine  revelation  will  adopt  in  its  defense.  By  so  doing,  the 
Unitarian  not  only  adopts  a  principle  which  is  preposterously 
and  flagrantly  false,  but  he  subjects  himself  to  the  charge  of 
weakly  begging  a  main  question  in  debate  with  the  Infidel, 
and  the  sacred  writers,  to  the  chai'ge  of  utter  incompetence  for 
their  work.  He  begs  a  main  question  in  debate  with  the  Infi- 
del, by  assuming  the  inspiration  of  the  writers,  while  the  Infidel 
alleges,  as  proof  against  their  inspiration,  the  conceded  absurd- 
ity of  their  writings  according  to  the  just  principles  of  inter- 
pretation. Tlius  the  Unitarian  concedes  tlie  absurdity  in 
the  meaning  of  the  language  justly  interpreted,  and  denies  the 
absurd  meaning  to  be  the  actual  meaning,  not  on  the  ground 
of  any  law  of  interpretation,  but  only  on  the  ground  of  the  in 
spiration  of  the  writers.  The  Infidel  claims,  that  the  language, 
correctly  interpreted,  and  independently  of  the  inspiration  of 
the  writei*s,  abounds  in  absurdity.  Tliis  being  conceded  by 
the  Unitarian,  he  assumes  the  inspiration  of  the  writers  when 
conceding  the  fact  which  disproves  it,  and  on  this  assump- 
tion denies  the  absurd  meaning  to  be  the  actual  meaning, 
when  conceding  the  fact  which  proves  it  to  be  such.  With 
how  much  respeqt  for  revelation  will  such  advocacy  inspire 
the  Infidel  ?  Further :  the  Unitarian  subjects  the  scriptural 
writers  themselves  to  the  charge  of  incompetence  for  their 
work.    He  concedes  that  they  use  language  which,  according 


GHABGE   OF   ABSUBDITT.  133 

to  the  only  just  principles  of  interpretation  applicable  to  the 
case,  expresses  only  an  absurd  meaning.  This  he  denies  to  be 
their  actual  meaning  in  direct  defiance  of  decisive  proof  that  it 
is  their  actual  meaning,  and  solely  on  the  ground  of  its  ab- 
surdity, and  of  the  inspiration  of  the  writers,  and  affirms  another 
to  be  the  actual  meaning,  which  lies  far  beyond  the  reach  of 
human  discovery.  And  thus  the  sacred  writers  use  language 
for  the  purposes  of  revelation !  Tliey  so  use  it  that  when  cor- 
rectly interpreted,  it  expresses  nothing  but  absurdity,  and  this, 
thus  clearly  and  decisively  expressed  as  the  only  meaning  of 
the  language,  is  their  complete  vindication  from  the  charge  of 
absurdity — tliey  mean  notliing  which  can  be  underetood  by 
what  they  say,  and  yet  what  they  say  is  to  be  received  by  the 
world  as  a  revelation.  Is  this  an  authorized  and  proper  use  of 
language,  or  is  it  an  unauthorized  and  improper  use  of  it,  which 
comports  rather  with  idiocy  than  with  competence  to  write  a 
revelation  from  God  ? 


II. 


HUMAN    SINFULNESS. 

I.  — ALL  MEN  ARE  TOTALLY  DEPKAVED. 

I.  The  doctrine  explained.— What  the  doctrine  Is  not.— Distingnlshed  from  total  depraTtty  ly 
ita^urA— Must  he  consistent  with  Jnst  views  of  the  natare  of  holiness  and  sin.— IL  The  doetxttf 
proved  (1.)  from  Scripture.— Bemark  on  man's  enmity  to  God. 

I  sHALi.,  L,  explain  the  doctrine  of  tlie  total  depravity  of  all 
men.     By  tliis  doctrine,  I  mean  that 

All  mankind  {without  tfie  interjposition  of  divine  grace)  are^ 
in  resjject  to  t/teir  first  moral  character^  wholly  and  positively 
sinful. 

To  prevent  misappreliension,  I  remark  still  more  particularly, 
that  in  this  proposition  I  do  not  intend  to  assert  that 

Every  thing  which  pertains  to  man,  and  to  which  a  name 
may  be  given  in  the  classification  of  mental  phenomena,  is 
sinful ;  nor  that  all  men  are  as  bad  as  they  can  be ;  nor  that 
they  are  equally  wicked ;  nor  that  they  are  simply  destitute  of 
holiness  in  distinction  from  any  thing  positively  sinful;  nor 
that  there  are  no  men  in  the  world  who  through  grace  are  good. 

It  is,  if  I  mistake  not,  in  respect  to  the  particulars  now  speci- 
fied, that  eiTors  in  stating  the  doctrine  of  human  depravity 
most  frequently  occur.  I  have  designed  to  avoid  these  in  the 
statement  which  I  have  given.  Thus  it  cannot  be  said,  that 
thfo  representation  is  that  every  thing  that  pertains  to  man  is 
sinful,  for  the  predicate  of  sinfulness  is  confined  to  his  moral 
character.  This,  it  is  true,  involves  all  those  complex  acts  to 
which  the  words  moral  or  sinful  can  be  properly  applied,  but 
it  does  not  include  what  in  more  analytical  language  may  be 
properly  called  acts  or  states  of  mind.  The  acts  of  the  intel- 
lect and  of  the  will — the  excitement  of  constitutional  suscepti- 
bilities— may  be  properly  spoken  of  as  distinct  acts,  but  of  no 
one  of  them  analytically  considered  is  moral  quality  predi- 
cable.    In  all  cases,  as  we  have  before  shown,  when  we  predi- 
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cate  moral  quality  of  an  act,  we  denote  one  which  is  complex, 
or  made  up  of  what  may  be  properly  spoken  of  as  distinct 
mental  acts.  Nor  can  it  be  objected  to  the  statement  now 
given,  that  it  represents  all  men  to  be  as  wicked  as  they  can 
be,  or  to  be  equally  wicked,  since  it  is  too  plain  to  be  denied, 
tliat  all  men  may  be  wholly  sinful,  and  some  be  far  worse  than 
others.  It  is  indeed  true  that  the  practical  governing  principle 
of  men,  if  our  doctrine  be  true,  must  be  the  same  in  kind,  and 
to  a  certain  extent  the  same  in  degree  in  all  men.  Beyond 
this  however,  there  is  room  for  indefinite  diversity  in  the  de- 
grees of  this  principle.  Nor  does  the  statement  now  given 
countenance  the  error,  that  the  depravity  of  men  consists  in  the 
destitution  of  holiness,  for  it  asserts  positive  sinfulness.  Nor 
is  it  consistent  with  another  opinion,  that  the  moral  cliaracter 
of  man  is  partially  good  and  partially  bad,  for  it  predicates 
entire  sinfulness  of  his  moral  character.  Nor  does  it  deny  that 
there  are  good  men  in  the  world,  for  there  may  be  many 
through  tlie  interposition  of  divine  grace,  and  yet  without  such 
interposition  the  moral  character  of  all  may  be  wholly  sinful. 

In  further  explanation  of  the  present  statement  I  remark, 
that  it  distinguishes  the  doctrine  of  the  total  depravity  of  men 
from  the  doctrine  of  the  total  depravity  of  men  hy  Tuiture, 
The  importance  of  this  remark  results  from  the  fact,  that  some 
divines  have  made  substantially  the  statement  now  given  of 
the  former  doctrine  as  the  true  statement  of  the  latter.     They 
suppose  that  to  say  that  man  is  depraved  without  the  interpo- 
sition of  grace,  is  the  same  thing  as  to  say  he  is  depraved  hy 
nature.    This  however,  is  not  only  shunning  a  main  point  in 
the  controverey,  but  it  is  obviously  incorrect.     For  although  it 
be  conceded  that  all  men  are  depraved  witliout  the  interpo- 
sition of  divine  grace,  and  although  it  may  follow  as  an  infer- 
ence that  this  depravity  is  hy  nature^  yet  the  fact  is  not  speci- 
liied  in  the  language  of  the  statement,  since  the  depravity  may 
"fce,  for  aught  that  is  asserted  to  tlie  contrary, — as  our  opponents 
ve  maintained  it  is, — owing  to  the  circumstances  of  men,  and 
ot  to  their  nature ,*  i.  e.,  unless  it  be  assumed  that  the  interpo- 
ition  of  grace  is  7wt  included  in  their  circumstances,  since  if 


^  Adam  became  depraved  without  the  intcrpoBition  of  grace,  or  it  may  at 
'^Mt  bare  been  so.    But  he  did  not  become  depraved  by  nature,  but  by  cir- 
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it  slioiild  be  assumed  as  included,  it  would  be  properly  raukcA 
with  the  influence  of  bad  example,  bad  education,  &c.     Whe^  -^ 
ther  tliercfore,  the  depravity  of  men  is  to  bo  ascribed  to  theiE"^ 
Circumstances  or  to  their  nature  is  not  settled,  but  is  designedlj 
left  undetermined  by  the  present  statement.     It  also  leaves  th 
question  concerning  the  sinfulness  of  infants  untouched,  since 
it  confines  the  predicate  of  sinfulness  to  moral  character  with- 
out deciding  when  that  commences. 

Further :  to  a  right  apprehension  of  the  doctrine  now  stated, 
it  is  necessary  tliat  we  form  just  notions  of  what  constitutes 
moral  character,  or  rather  what  constitutes  it  wholly  and  posi- 
tively sinful.  Generally  speaking,  moral  character  consists  in 
a  man's  governing  purpose,  evinced  to  us  by  that  course  of 
specific  action  or  conduct  to  which  it  leads.  When  therefore, 
we  speak  of  it  as  wholly  and  positively  sinful,  we  intend  that 
the  man  is  the  subject  of  that  supreme  love  of  the  world — that 
preference  of  worldly  good  to  all  other,  which  leads  to  that 
course  of  specific  action  or  conduct  which  is  the  appropriate 
result  of  such  a  governing  principle.  It  is  however  to  be  re- 
marked, that  strictly  and  properly  speaking,  the  governing 
principle  itself  constitutes  moral  character,  since  we  never  hes- 
itate to  decide  on  character  where  the  governing  principle  of 
a  man  is  clearly  evinced,  whether  it  be  by  a  couree  of  conduct 
or  by  a  single  action,  or  even  in  some  cases  hy  words  merely. 
When  therefore  I  say,  that  the  moral  character  of  mankind  is 
wholly  and  positively  sinful,  I  mean  that  they  are  the  subjects 
of  that  supreme  love  of  the  world, — that  preference  of  earthly 
good,  or  that  selfishness,  or  that  selfish  principle,  or  that  cor 
rupt  and  wicked  heart,  or  that  sinful  disposition,  call  it  by 
what  name  you  will, — which  governs  its  subject  in  all  his  spe- 
cific actions  or  conduct. 

n.  I  proceed  now  to  prove  the  doctrine. 

The  proofs  are  derived  from  the  Scriptures,  also  from  obser- 
vation and  experience.* 

J^rom  the  Scriptures. — Gen.  vi.  5 :  "And  God  saw  the  wick- 
edness," &c.  This,  though  generally  given,  is  not  of  itself 
perfectly  decisive,  for  from  tlie  connection  it  admits  of  being 
viewed  as  spoken  only  of  the  men  of  that  particular  age — the 

o  The  remainder  of  this  lecture  was  taken  from  the  notes  of  one  of  Dr.  T.'s 
pupils. 
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antediluvian — though  it  admits  also  of  being  considered  a  uni- 
versal declaration.     But  in  connection  with  the  text  we  lind 
(Gen.  viii.  21),  "  The  imagination  of  man's  heart,"  &c.    This 
is  a  conchisive  proof-text,  for  it  gives  the  fact  as  universal. 
Ps.  xiv.  5,  X.  36,  cxl.  53,  and  Is.  lix.  are  on  this  point  as  Paul 
explains  them  and  applies  them  in  Horn.  iii.  9-19,  to  all  men, 
where  also  the  argument  for  universal  Justifi^^ation  is  founded 
on  the  fact  of  universal  mifuliiess.    These  are  very  decisive. 
Jew  and  Gentile  are  alike  here.     The  only  attempt  at  evasion 
of  the  strong  description  in  these  texts,  is  on  the  ground  that 
the  Psalmist  in  some  cases  includes  good  men  of  whom  he 
could  not  mean  to  predicate  total  depravity,  while  Paul  says 
there  are  none.    "  All  men  are  not  so  wicked — all  do  not  cui^se 
and  steal."    But  if  the  Psalmist  included  them,  it  is  no  proof  of 
contradiction,  for  some  are  renewed.     Tlic  excei^tions  to  his 
declarations  are  so  few  as  not  to  need  a  formal  notice,  or  to 
constitute  a  warrant  against  his  making  a  general  declaration. 
Writers  seldom  make  exceptions  when  they  are  few  or  trivial. 
But  how  is  Paul  to  be  justified  ?     I  answer,  the  principle  of 
moral  action  in  men  is  one ;  it  is  adequate  to  any  degree  of 
wickedness.     Paul  does  not  mean  to  say  that  all  are  guilty  of 
murder  in  overt  deed,  and  the  texts  should  not  be  so  inter- 
preted.    In  them  positive  sinfulness  as  well  iis  negation  of  ho- 
diness  is  asserted  of  all,  for  "  none  do  good,"  but  all  are  active 
in  sinning.     Jer.  xvii.  9 :  "  The  heart  is  deceitful,"  &c.     This 
ia  a  strong  passage.     Heart  means  the  heart  of  man.     It  is  a 
-aaniversal  proj^osition  without  qualification,  and  needs  none. 
Eccles.  ix.  3  :  ''  The  heart  of  the  sons  of  men  is  full  of  evil." 
A  universal  proposition. 

The  universal  call  of  the  Gospel  upon  all  men  to  repent  is 
►j*oof  of  total,  universal  depravity.  What  is  the  repentance 
^qiiired?  Not  a  change  from  one  degree  of  goodness  to  an- 
'l^er^  but  a  change  of  moral  character.  This  implies  a  previous 
-fi  ciency  in  moral  character.  God  commands  all  men  every- 
h  ^re  to  repent ;-— why,  if  not  sinners?  "The  whole  need  not 
I>liy8ician"  (Matt.  ix.  12).  But  the  Bible  calls  none  sinful* 
>■  ti  those  who  are  wholly  so.  It  characterizes  them  as  those 
^"t;  believe  not  the  Gospel — "  loving  the  world" — "  not  loving 
^  Pather" — "  not  for  him  but  against  him."  Tliese  qualities 
I>X'edicates  of  all  renewed  persons,  and  hence  calls  on  all  to 
^^Xige  this  nature.    The  Scripture  doctrine  of  Regeneration 
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proves  this  doctrine.  This  involves  the  same  change — an  ^ 
tire  new  moral  character  in  kind — and  implies  previous  ent. 
sinfulness.  Thus,  "  if  any  man  is  in  Christ,  he  is  a  new  cw 
ture :  old  things  are  passed  away,"  &c.  (2  Cor.  v.  17 ;  C? 
iii.  9;  Eph.  iv.  22.)  "Old  man  corrupt,"  an  entire  chan 
from  old  to  new  man ;  now  holy — before  sinful.  The  doctri: 
of  Justification  also.  This  is  represented  as  the  Justification 
the  ungodly — of  sinners,  of  enemies.  (Rom.  iv. ;  Gal.  iii 
Rom.  V.  6-10;  Heb.  ii.  9.)  "Christ  tasted  death  for  eve 
man."  "What  then  are  all  men  but  sinners,  enemies,  &c 
For  Christ  came  to  call  not  the  righteous,  but  sinners  to  i 
pentance  {elg  iierdvoiav).  The  Scriptures  divide  men  into  Xvi 
and  only  two  classes,  viz.,  the  righteous  or  imperfectly  hoi 
the  wicked  or  tlie  positively  and  wholly  sinful.  Tliey  repi 
sent  the  renewed  as  sanctified  in  various  degrees — some  pc 
sessing  the  very  Udst  degree  of  holy  principle  that  can 
called  so,  and  yet  views  these  as  among  the  righteous  and 
possessing  a  positive,  decisive,  and  essential  distinction  frc 
the  wicked.  If  then  the  Uast  degree  of  holy  principle  ran 
its  possessor  among  the  righteous,  how  much  can  any  oth 
possess?  Evidently  something  less  than  tlie  least  possible, 
the  wicked  have  not  the  least  possible  good  principle,  are  thi 
not  totally  depraved?  Eph.  ii.  1-5 :  "And  you  hath  he  quie 
ened,"  &c.  This  is  a  strong  passage,  the  language  of  which 
figurative  but  not  the  less  obvious  and  precise — "  original 
children  of  disobedience" — "fulfilling  the  desires  of  the  flesl 
— "wherein  ye  walked,"  a  walking,  living  deaili^  "  by  natu 
children  of  wrath,  even  as  others."  Tliere  is  only  one  attem 
at  evasion  here.  Unitarians  say  that  Paul  reckoned  liims" 
among  the  wicked  that  his  language  might  not  sound  lian 
John  vii.  7 :  "  Tlie  whole  world  hateth  me,"  &c.  The  xoorld  in  t 
Bible  is  used  to  represent  the  wicked,  aU  in  their  natural  sta 
as  in  1  John  v.  19.  So  other  passages.  The  Scriptures  do  r 
say  men  hate  God^^  se  ;  the  devils  said,  "  We  know  thee  tl 
thou  art  the  Son  of  God,"  but  they  hate  me  "  because  I  testify 
Retnarks. — In  representing  the  depravity  of  man,  preach< 
should  use  much  caution.  There  has  been  much  erronec 
and  injudicious  preaching  on  the  enmity  of  the  heart  towai 
God.  It  is  too  generally  considered  to  be  overt  hatred  of  G< 
and  when  presented  to  many  minds  where  that  state  of  feeli 
does  not  exist  because  they  may  never  have  had  such  distil 
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views  of  God  as  to  call  it  out,  they  know  from  their  own  con- 
sciousness that  they  have  not  that  state  of  heart,  and  you  can- 
not convince  them  of  the  contrary.  The  Bible  never  so  repre- 
sents the  matter.  You  must  adopt  the  Bible  sense  of  the  words 
hate,  enmity.  Sec  Deut.  xxi.  15 ;  Matt.  vi.  24 ;  Luke  xiv.  26 ; 
Prov.  xiii.  24 ;  Matt.  i.  3 ;  Eom.  ix.  13 ;  John  xii.  25,  where 
hate  is  used  in  the  sense  of  a  less  deyree  of  love,  Tliis  less 
degree  of  love,  leading  the  person  exercising  it  to  treat  the 
less  esteemed  object  in  some  respects  as  an  enemy,  is  properly 
termed  "  enmity,"  "  hatred."  Luke  xiv.  26 :  "  Hateth  not  his 
father,"  &c.  Whenever  their  interests  come  into  competition 
with  God,  they  are  to  be  sacrificed,  thus  in  a  sense  treating 
these  persons  as  enemies.  So  loving  God  subordinately  is 
properly  called  hatred,  and  the  nature  of  such  subordinate  love 
to  God,  love  leading  us  to  disregard  all  his  great  and  benevo- 
lent designs,  is  equivalent  in  its  effect  to  positive  hatred. 
James  iv.  4  explains  this  so.  Sinners  do  not  hate  God  for  his 
own  sake.  Even  Satan  would  not.  Unitarians  and  Univereal- 
ists  love  God  amazingly — that  is,  their  God. 

But  in  some  minds  it  is  true  that  there  is  overt  enmity  to- 
wards God,  and  this  enmity,  secret  and  lurking  as  it  may  be, 
can  be  presented  so  that  the  subject  of  it  shall  aee^  feel^  and 
admit  it.    And  thus  to  present  it,  tasks  the  skill  of  the  ])reacher. 
"Exhibit  to  sinners  a  pure  and  just  God  who  testifies  that  tlieir 
works  are  evil — the  God  of  the  Bible  as  ever  present  with 
them,  and  determined  eternally  to  punish  them  for  their  sins, 
—suppose  him  ever  at  their  side,  witnessing  every  act,  reprov- 
ing every  sin,  and  they  will  feel  troubled  at  his  presence — tliey 
will  wish  to  be  rid  of  such  a  being — they  will  be  conscious  of 
the  overt  enmity  of  their  hearts  rising  against  God,  a  feeling 
of  hatred  which  is  more  than  a  less  degree  of  love.    Tliey  will 
then  acknowledge  Jthat  the  carnal  mind  rb  (ppdviffxa  rijg  oapKog, 
*  friendship  of  the  world  is  enmity  against  God" — that  the 
>rinciple  tending  to  sacrifice  God  and  his  interests  to  self  is 
latred.    But  without  such  exhibition,  sinners  will  complain  of 
Use,  slandering  accusations,  and  hence  go  away  enraged  rather 
lan  softened  by  the  truth. 
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II.— ALL   MEN  ARE  TOTALLY  DEFRAYED.— {Oontinuid,) 

(2.)  The  argument  ft-om  cxp<>rience  and  observation. — Certain  traits  of  oliaracter  are  addc^ 
against  it5  truth.— Considered  under  three  particulars.— Traits  specified, are  innocence  ofelv 
hood,  lionor.  gratitude.— They  are  shown  to  be  not  morally  good. — Argument  on  the  appll 
of  the  words  good,  lovely,  dec 

That  this  argument  is  relied  on  by  both  the  contending  p 
ties,  is  quite  decisive  of  its  insufficiency  on  one  side  of  the  qu 
tion  or  the  other. 

On  one  side,  it  is  maintained  that  there  are  certain  traits 
cuARACTER  belonging  in  greater  or  less  degree  to  all  men,  ev 
the  worst,  at  some  period  of  life,  which  are  mordlly  gaod^  ai 
that  these  are  decisive  proofs  that  the  first  moral  character 
men  is  not  wholly  depraved.     I  propose — 

1.  To  ascertain  what  these  things  are ; 

2.  To  show  that  they  are  not  morally  good  ;  and, 

3.  That  so  far  as  moral  quality  can  be  supposed  to  pertain 
them,  they  are  sinful. 

1.  What  are  these  things  ? 

And  here  my  object  will  be  to  show,  that  they  are  either  in- 
voluntary  cofutitutmial  propensities  simply  /  or  they  are 
ordinate  volitions — acts  of  will — choices  to  gratify  constitttti 
propensities.  Here  we  have  to  encounter  the  ambiguities  o 
language  in  one  of  its  most  perplexing  forms.  The  difficulty 
is,  to  ascertain  with  precision  what  is  meant  by  the  language 
in  a  case  in  which  the  words  employed  in  diflferent  applications 
have  different  meanings.  Tlie  following  catalogue  of  names 
may  be  sufficiently  extensive  for  our  purpose  :  "  The  innocence 
and  purity  of  early  childhood,  natural  affection,  compassion, 
kindness,  honesty,  veracity,  fidelity,  gratitude,  honor,  patriot- 
ism, humanity." 

The  first,  "  the  innocence  and  purity  of  early  childhood,"  is 
phraseology  having  a  generic  import.  "What  then  is  meant 
by  it  ?    So  far  as  I  can  conceive,  it  must  mean  at  least  some 
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one  of  the  followiDg  things :  an  entire  exemption  from  sin  and 
moral  defilement  previous  to  moral  agency,  and  of  course,  to 
moral  character ;  or  perfect  obedience  to  the  divine  law  after 
moral  agency  commences  ;  or  some  specific  virtues  which  are 
not  included  in  the  specific  enumeration ;  or  tliese  specific  vir- 
tues themselves ;  or  exemption  from  all  sin  without  positive 
obedience  to  the  divine  law ;  or  exemption  from  some  particu- 
lar sins.  These  are  the  only  senses  in  which  I  can  imagine  the 
writers  who  speak  of  "  the  innocence  and  purity  of  childhood," 
to  use  the  language. 

I  now  inquire,  what  are  the  things  meant  in  the  more  specific 
part  of  tlie  catalogue  ?  Some  of  these  terms  are  ambiguous, 
that  is,  are  used  by  good  authority  in  different  senses.  Tlius 
the  phrase  natural  affection  often  denotes  the  feeling  or  emo- 
tion which  a  man  has  toward  liis  offspring  or  other  kindred, 
and  which  is  merely  a  constitiUional  feeling  or  emotion.  Thus 
yiewed,  it  is  an  involuntary  state  of  mind  which,  like  our  pro- 
pensity for  food  or  drink,  may  or  may  not  precede  a  given  act 
of  choice,  but  which,  in  its  own  nature,  is  not  an  act  of  choice. 
In  like  manner  we  use  the  words  compassion  and  humanity,  to 
denote  the  same  thing  as  we  express  by  the  terms  compassion' 
€xte  aiid  humane  fedings^  meaning  states  of  mind  which  are  not 
voluntary — not  acts  of  choice,  but  which  may  or  may  not  be 
lihe  basis  of  particular  acts  of  choice.  In  each  of  these  uses 
-^e  designate  simply  constitutioyial  propeiisities,  excited  in  view 
of  their  objects,  as  distinguished  from  any  act  of  the  will,  and 
iJiis  without  deciding  whether  there  is  a  subsequent  act  of 
oiioice  to  gratify  or  to  deny  the  propensity,  or  whether  the  man 
gives  dominion  to  the  propensity,  or  subordinates  its  gratifica- 
tion to  other  and  more  worthy  objects  of  affection. 

But  we  use  the  same  terms  to  denote  different  things.  Thus 
t  ixian  may  love  his  reputation,  or  his  wealth,  or  his  Maker, 
florae  than  he  loves  his  child,  and  yet  truly  love  the  latter;  and 
hia  love  we  call  natural  affection.  So  he  may  love  his  child 
noi-e  than  he  loves  his  reputation,  or  his  wealth,  or  his  Maker, 
tncl  still  we  call  this  love  na;tural  a^ection.  The  same  thing  is 
•^*io  respecting  the  use  of  the  words  compassion  and  humanity . 
pio  specific  object  of  these  emotions  is  s^ffering^  that  is,  each 
*  a  propensity  or  desire  to  relieve  suffering  in  the  primary  im- 
port of  the  term.  But  a  man  may  love  the  public  good  more 
w^Xi  the  relief  of  the  culprit  condemned  to  punishment,  and  still 
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feel  camjyassion  for  the  sufferer ;  or  Lis  compassion  may  lead 
him  to  relieve  the  sufferer  at  the  sacrifice  of  public  good. 

Tlie  same  things  may  be  said  of  the  word  patriotism  or  love 
of  country.  A  man  who  loves  his  Maker  or  a  universe  more 
than  his  country,  may  still  love  his  country  and  be  the  best  of 
patriots ;  or  he  may  love  his  country  more  than  God  and  a 
universe  besides,  and  still  be  applauded  for  his  patriotism. 

Tlie  word  hoiwr  may  be  used  in  a  similar  manner.  A  man 
mav  love  God  more  than  the  honor  which  cometli  from  men, 
and  still  love  his  reputation  or  character ;  or  he  may  love  honor 
more  than  God,  and  though  a  duelist  and  a  murderer,  be  ex- 
tolled as  a  man  of  honor.  The  same  things  are  true  of  the  use 
of  the  words  I'indness  and  henevolen<:e.  There  is,  as  we  have 
seen,  a  constitutional  propensity  in  every  man  which  can  find 
its  gratification  in  the  ha])pines8  of  others ;  and  a  man  may 
choose  to  impart  hapjnness  to  others  for  the  pleasure  of  seeing 
them  hai)py,  when  to  do  so  interferes  with  no  other  and  liigher 
selfish  interest  of  his  own,  although  he  has  not  fixed  his  heart 
in  supreme  afioction  on  the  highest  happiness  of  the  universe, 
or  on  the  glory  of  God ;  and  although  the  act  itself  only  fur- 
nishes the  means  of  vice.  This  is  that  species  of  kindness 
which  gives  money  to  the  mendicant  drunkard.  Or  a  man 
may  show  kindness  because  his  chief  object  is  to  secure  the 
greatest  amount  of  happiness  to  others  ;  or  to  glorify  God.  Or 
he  may  perlbrm  the  same  act  from  a  regard  to  reputation,  or 
to  any  other  private  personal  end  ;  and  the  name  of  kindness 
may,  according  to  an  authorized  use  of  the  word,  be  applied  to 
descri])e  the  act  in  each  instance  specified. 

Gratitude  is  another  word  which  may  be  properly  used  in 
very  different  meanings.  Sometimes  it  denotes  merely  the 
love  of  the  gifts  of  a  benefactor,  or  of  him  for  his  kindness, 
without  any  love  of  his  character ;  or  it  may  denote  the  love 
of  his  gifts  as  this  love  blends  with  the  love  of  his  character. 

It  is  then  quite  obvious,  that  some  of  tlie  principal  tenus  in 
the  above  catalogue  may,  on  the  authority  of  usage,  be  em- 
ployed to  denote  widely  different  things. 

Tlie  other  words,  though  used  in  various  senses,  are  never 
used  to  denote  merely  constitutional  propensities,  since  their 
objects  are  external  acts ;  but  always  a  voluntary  purpose  or 
principle,  or  at  least  to  include  such  a  state  of  mind.  Tliua 
honesty  denotes  either  a  purpose  to  render  to  every  one  liis  due, 
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or    the  external  act  itself,  or  both.     Veracity,  a  principle  or 
parpose  to  speak  truth,  or  the  speaking  of  truth,  or  both  ;  but 
wlxen  these  terms  are  used  to  denote  the  principle  of  honesty  or 
of  ^v^eracity,  they  often  denote  things  in  some  respects  essentially 
different.    Thus,  a  man  may  purpose  to  be  honest,  and  true, 
and  faithful,  to  promote  his  reputation  or  his  pecuniary  interest, 
or  to  avoid  the  evils  of  disgrace,  or  poverty,  or  civil  punish- 
ments ;  or  he  may  form  this  purpose  from  a  supreme  regard  to 
the  will  and  the  glory  of  God.     Nor  can  any  one  fail  to  see, 
that    while  honesty  and  veracity  may,  with  propriety  of  lan- 
guage, as  nsage  decides  this  propriety,  be  applied  to  such  pur- 
poses, be  the  object  or  end  of  the  purpose  what  it  may,  the 
purposes  themselves  essentially  differ  as  their  object  or  end 
diflfere. 

Should  it  here  be  said,  that  a  man  may  purpose  to  be 
honest  and  truthful  for  the  pleasure  of  being  so,  and  in  this 
sense  be  governed  by  the  purest  and  best  principle,  I  readily 
^mit,  that  in  popular  language  a  man  may  be  said  to  be  hon- 
est for  the  pleasure  he  takes  in  being  so.     But  the  question  is, 
^hat  is  the  meaning  of  this  language  ?     And  to  settle  this,  we 
^ust  decide  on  the  object  which  affords  the  pleasure.     This 
^Ust  be  the  acts  of  honesty.     But  what  is  there  in  acts  of  hon- 
^^^y  to  afford  pleasure  to  the  mind  ?     I  answer,  that  they  give 
pleasure  as  acts  which,  in  their  true  nature  and  tendency,  sub- 
Ber\e  the  highest  good  or  the  glory  of  God.     And  if  this  be 
5^^  pleasure  proposed,  his  ultimate  end  is  the  glory  of  God, 
^*   ^.,  his  principle  is  the  same  which  I  before  described.     Be- 
€s  this  import  of  the  phrase,/!:?/*  the  pleasure  of  being  honesty 
^^    ^re  is  one  other, — the  avoidance  of  self-reproach  in  being  dis- 
r^^^est,  or  securing  self-complacency  in  acts  of  honesty.     If 
^  "^^isbe  the  motive  in  an  enlightened  mind — a  mind  which  has 
•'^^t  views  of  the  ground  of  self-complacency  in  right  moral 
ion — then  it  implies  the  same  thing,  for  no  mind  can  find 
^Xe  self-complacency  in  such  acts,  except  as  they  are  the  dic- 
^'tic  of  a  supreme  regard  to  the  wnll  and  glory  of  God.     If  the 
^^otive  be  simply  to  avoid  the  fears  of  punishment  or  the  paius 
^^*     remorse,  which  a  guilty  conscience  often  inflicts,  this  is  as 
^^"^ly  a  selfish  consideration,  as  when  the  motive  is  worldly  ad- 
^Hxitage  or  any  other  good  short  of  the  glory  of  God.     So  that 
^  whatever  language  we  may  describe  the  motive,  the  prin- 
^ple  of  honesty  must  be,  as  it  may,  either  a  purpose  to  promote 
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reputation  or  profit,  that  is,  sorae  worldly  inferior  interest,  or  a 
purpose  to  glorify  God. 

Tlius  it  appears  that  the  terms  in  the  foregoing  catalogue 
which  have  a  specific  import,  denoting  particular  acts  or  states 
of  the  mind,  may,  according  to  usage,  be  employed  to  denote 
either. 

Involuntary  states  of  the  constitutional  propensities  sim- 
ply;  or,"  ^ 

Specific  volitions — acts  of  will — choices  in  which  the  mind 
chooses  the  gratification  of  some  of  its  constitutional  propen- 
sities. 

Besides  these,  I  know  no  other  meanings  of  these  terms. 

I  now  proceed  to  show — 

2.  Tliat  these  things  arc  not  inoraUy  good. 

Before  however,  I  enter  into  the  direct  examination  of  this 
topic,  it  is  requisite  that  we  decide  on  the  true  standard  of 
moral  goodness.  After  our  previous  discussion  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  we  dwell  long  on  this  point.  I  would  remark  then, 
that  reason  and  the  Scriptures  alike  decide,  that  the  lowest  de- 
gree of  moral  excellence  in  man  consists  in  Bupreine  love  to  God. 
Reason  so  decides ;  for  nothing  is  more  obvious  than  that  any 
other  practical  principle  will  sacrifice  the  greatest  good  to  that 
which  is  less.  The  Scriptures  so  decide ;  for  saith  our  Lord, 
"  lie  that  loveth  father  or  mother  more  than  me,  is  not  worthy 
of  me."     And  again,  "  He  that  is  not  for  me  is  against  me." 

Again  :  it  must  not  be  forgotten  that  man  is  bound  to  be 
actuated  and  governed  by  this  great  principle  of  supreme  love 
to  God,  in  every  particular  voluntary  action.  "  "VTliether  ye 
eat  or  drink,  or  whatsoever  ye  do,  do  all  to  the  glory  of  God." 

Once  more :  the  man  who  does  not  habitually  act  under  this 
principle  of  supreme  love  to  God,  does  uniformly  and  without 
exception  act  under  the  principle  of  the  supreme  love  of  the 
world,  or  of  the  selfish  principle.  No  man  can  have  two  ob- 
jects of  supreme  aflfection  ;  and  since  there  is  no  third  object, 
God  or  the  world  must  be  supreme.  "  i^o  man  can  serve  two 
masters,  for  he  will  either  hate  the  one  and  love  the  other,  else 
he  will  hold  to  the  one  and  despise  the  other.  Ye  cannot  serve 
God  and  mammon." 

The  arguments  of  our  opponents  to  show  that  the  things  in 
question  are  morally  good,  are  derived  from  three  sources, — 
from  an  arnhiguous  and  undefined  use  of  the  words  good^  lovely^ 
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cfec.,  as  ajyplud  to  these  things  /  from  the  nature  of  the  things 
themselves^  and  from  their  practical  results, 

(1.)  Let  us  then  examine  the  argument  from  the   use  of 
the  words  good^  lovely^  &c.     It  is  then  readily  admitted  that 
these  epitliets  are  often  applied,  and  in  real  and  proper  im- 
port, to  the  things  in  question.     But  it  is  a  vital  question, 
what  is  this  meaning?     There  is  a  beauty  in  sights  and  sounds 
which  may  be  called  lovely  /  there  is  a  natural  grace  in  per- 
sonal accomplishments  of  body  and  mind  which  may  be  called 
lovely ;  but   no  one  supposes  that  there  is  the  least  moral 
loveliness  or  excellence.     A  particular  medicine  may  be  pro- 
nounced good  in  respect  to  its  salutary  efficacy  in  particular 
diseases,  and  yet  were  it  used  as  a  universal  nutriment  of  the 
human  body,  it  might  be  universal  death.     "  Fire  is  a  good 
servant,  but  a  bad  master."     So  kindness  and  iidelity  among 
A  company  of  highwaymen  may  be  pronounced  good  by  them 
in  reference  to  their  intercourse,  and  yet  be  enforced  for  pur- 
poses of  plunder  and  assassination.      When  these  terms  are 
thus  used,  it  is  plain  that  they  do  not  denote  moral  excellence 
or  moral  beauty.     1  ask  then,  what  they  mean  when  applied 
by  our  opponents  to  the  things   under  consideration,  and  I 
insist  on  an  answer.     I  am  not  to  abandon  the  argument  in 
dleference  to  mere  words.     I  concede  that  these  things  may,  ac- 
irording  to  the  authorized  usage  of  terms,  be  called  good^  and 
K^yvely,  and  useful,  and  so  on.     But  what  then  ?     Is  the  beauty 
:yrS  a  landscape  rruyral  loveliness  f     Is  the  goodness  of  an  article 
\xx  the  materia  medica  moral  goodness?    Is  the  utility  of  \im([' 
;^«88  and  tnith  practiced  by  a  band  of  assassins  moral  excel- 

So  it  is  not  denied  that  these  things,  contemplated  as  objects 
:>f  natural  beauty,  and  fitness,  and  utility,  may  bo  very  justly 
px'onounced  lovely  and  good. 

If  they  are  considered,  as  some  of  them  may  be,  as  merely 
constitutional  propensities,  there  is  in  them  an  obvious  fitness 
to  the  present  condition  and  well-being  of  man  ;  for  example, 
■without  a  constitutional  afiection  or  regard  for  his  oflBpring, 
what  a  wretched  world  would  this  be!     So   too,  considered 
^  subordinated  propensities,  i.  e.,  subordinated  in  their  in- 
dulgence and  gratification  to  the  will  and  glory  of  God,  they 
we  objects  of  beauty  and  of  great  utility.    In  this  form  they 
we  not  only  duly  regulated  and  directed  by  the  supreme  love 
10  7 
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of  God,  and  therefore  liarinles3,  but  in  fact  blend  with  it,  and 
constitute  together  a  state  of  mind  or  practical  principle  of 
greater  power  than  coukl  otlierwise  exist.  For  example,  such 
love  for  children  tluis  united  witli  love  to  God  in  the  parental 
bosom,  is  an  object  which  we  justly  contemplate  with  an  almost 
unparalleled  delight,  and  without  this  associate,  the  love  of  God 
would  itself  be  a  less  efficacious  principle  than  it  is  in  practical 
life. 

Further :   the  things  now  under  consideration,  received  as 
voluntary  staUs  of  mind^  or  principles  of  action  which  respect 
simply  the  insulated  gratification  of  constitutional  propensities, 
without  any  reference  to  the  will  and  glory  of  God,  may  in  a 
comparative  respect  be  pronounced  gooil,  although  when  con- 
sidered as  practical  principles  in  their  true  nature  and  ten- 
dency, and  especially  as  compared  with   the  purer,  higher 
principle  of  supreme  love  to  God,  they  are  deformed  and  base, 
yet  compared  with  other  practical  principles  which  might  be 
substituted  for  them,  they  are  in  a  high  degree  useful,  and  in 
this  respect  may  be  spoken  of  as  good.    They  prompt  to  many 
external  acts  which  are  right,  so  far  as  external  acts  can  be 
right  without  rectitude  of  principle — acts  which  in  external 
form  are  the  same  which  the  purest,  best  principles  would  dic- 
tate.   Tliey  contribute  largely  to  the  peace  and  happiness  of 
the   community  in  which  they  prevail,  compared  with  the 
amount  which  would  result  from  baser  principles.     Man  with- 
out them,  unless  the  love  of  God  were  to  take  their  place, 
would  be  far  more  depraved  than  he  is  with  tliem.      They 
operate  also  as  mutual  checks  on  each  other  in  respect  to  the 
outbreakings  of  crime  and  the  desolations  of  human  happiness. 
For  example,  how  much  sensuality  and  profligacy  are  pre- 
vented by  avarice  ?  how  much  fraud  and  violence  and  uiiirder 
by  a  supremo  regard  to  reputation  ?    In  short,  were  they  to 
give  place  to  any  practical  principle,  the  love  of  God  excepted, 
the  world  would  be  worse  than  it  now  is ;  and  while  men  re- 
fuse to  act  from  the  only  principle  which  is  pure  and  holy,  the 
wisdom  and  the  goodness  of  God  are  conspicuous  in  render- 
ing by  these  principles  our  existence  on  earth  so  comfortable 
and  happy.    All  this  we  readily  concede;  we  feel  bound  to 
gratitude  toward  our  Maker  in  view  of  it,  and  we  welcome  our 
opponents  to  the  concession  in  its  full  length  and  breadth. 
It  is  here  however  to  be  remarked,  that  the  concession  that 
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we  have  just  made  concerning  the  things  in  question  does  not 
amount  to  an  admission  of  moral  excellence.    Admit  that  they 
may  with  entire  propriety  be  called  (jood^  and  lovely^  and  ami- 
able^  and  cliai^ining — is  there  nothing  which  these  epithets  may 
be  used  to  describe  but  moral  excellence?    Is  every  thing  which 
is  properly  termed  good — either  as  the  means  of  good,  or  as 
compared  with  something  worse,  or  as  it  prevents  evils  which 
something  else  would  produce — moraUy  good?     If  so,  then  I 
ask  what  is  there  in  the  imiverse  that  may  not,  in  some  one  or 
all  of  these  senses,  be  pronounced  morally  good  ?    For  what  is 
tliere — what  sin  is  there  which  is  not  morally  good  in  some  one 
of  these  respects  ?    Not  only  are  the  sins  of  men  in  this  world 
good  in  some  one  of  these  respects — for  any  sin  might  be 
worse — but  the  sins  and  the  woes  of  the  damned,  as  subser- 
vient to  the  ends  of  divine  justice,  may  in  this  sense  be  pro- 
nounced good,    Wliat  then  is  there  in  the  fact  that  these  things 
may  be  pronounced  good,  which  shows  that  the  word  is  not 
applied  in  a  sense  as  remote  as  possible  from  that  of  moral 
^oodnemf     And  what  appears  in  respect  to  our  opponents 
-who  resort  to  this  use  of  the  word  good  as  the  basis  of  their 
argument?    Ifothing  to  show  why  we  are  not  to  adopt  Mr. 
fume's  standard  of  moral  excellence,  and  plead  in  extenuation 
of  the  charge  of  total  depravity,  the  utility  of  athletic  limbs 
^nd  broad  shoulders,  or  of  the  beauty  of  taper  legs,  or  of  an 
aquiline  nose ;  nothing  to  show  that  they  do  not  either  through 
Ignorance  or  perverseness  confound  all  moral  distinctions,  and 
1/ire  this  prince  of  Infidels  substitute  a  moral  standard  for  that 
of  God's  revelation,  according  to  which,  moral  excellence  as 
^ly  pertains  to  the  features  of  the  face  as  to  the  love  of  God 
in  t:iie  heart. 
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III.— ALL  MEN   ARE  TOTALLY  DEPRAVED.— <Gw^in««f.) 

Argument  from  experience  and  observation  continued. — Traits  in  question  are  not  morally  good— 
Ani;umcnt  on  the  nature  of  the  featnres  adduced.— Considered  as  »itnp1j  conntitutional  affec- 
tions.—Reply  to  objection,  that  not  to  Iiave  tliem  Is  Binfbl  — The  same  considered  as  rolnntarjr 
practical  principles.— Thini  source  of  argument— fh)m  external  action.— Uabitual  obedience  to 
Ood  the  only  K'gitinmte  evidence. — Habitual  Tiolation  of  one  command  decisive  against  good- 
ness.—The  good  adduced  may  result  f^om  selflshness. 

In  the  preceding  lecture,  I  entered  upon  the  argument  to 
show  that  certain  things  in  the  character  .of  unrenewed  men 
are  not  rriorally  good,  I  examined  the  argument  of  our  oppo- 
nents derived  from  tlie  application  of  the  words  good^  lovely^ 
&C.5  to  the  things  in  question.  Two  remainmg  sources  of  ar- 
gument before  specified,  now  claim  consideration.  I  proceed 
then — 

(2.)  To  examine  the  argument  of  our  opponents,  derived 
from  the  nature  of  the  thhigs  in  question. 

Tlie  firet  on  the  catalogue  is  ''  the  innocence  and  purity^of 
early  childhood."  Here  I  shall  examine  the  various  meanings 
of  this  phrase.  If  then  by  innocence  and  purity  our  opponents 
mean  perfect  obedience  to  the  divine  law^  then  in  ascribing  this 
to  any  human  being,  they  contradict  their  own  repeated  decla- 
rations that  all  men  sin — declarations  Which  imply  that  none 
are  innocent.  Besides,  they  assert  what  tliey  cannot  prove,  for 
not  a  human  being  can  be  found  to  testify  that  in  early  child- 
hood he  perfectly  understood  and  perfectly  obeyed  the  law  of 
God.  If  by  innocence  and  purity  they  mean  certain  specific 
virtues  which  are  not  included  in  the  specific  enumeration,  we 
have  no  means  of  ascertaining  what  these  virtues  are,  nor  whe- 
ther they  exist,  and  the  assertion  of  something  undefined  and 
unknown  is  unworthy  of  notice  ;  or  if  any  or  all  of  the  virtues 
included  in  the  specific  enumeration  be  meant,  then  the  terms 
"  innocence  and  purity"  ascribe  nothing  additional  to  the  char- 
acter, and  leave  us  to  decide  simply  whether  these  supposed 
specific  virtues  are  real.     Or  if  by  "  innocence  and  purity"  be 
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meant  an  entire  exemption  from  sin  in  a  moral  agent  ^vitllOut 
positive  obedience  to  law,  tliis  is  absurd  and  impossible,  since 
in  such  a  being  innocence  and  purity  can  consist  in  nothing 
short  of  perfect  obedience  to  law.  Or  if  by  "  innocence  and 
puritj'^"  be  meant  exemption  from  some  particular  sins,  this 
may  be  admitted,  and  yet  sin  may  reign  in  the  heart.  Or  if 
we  are  to  understand  by  "  innocence  and  purity"  an  entire  ex- 
emption from  sin  or  moral  defilement, — ^previous  to  moral 
agency,  and  of  course  to  moral  action  and  moral  character, — 
then  they  are  not  proof  that  the  first  moral  action,  when  it  is 
done,  and  the  moral  character  when  it  is  formed,  is  not  wholly 
sinful.  I  now  ask,  whether  the  terras  "  innocence  and  purity" 
can  denote  any  thing  but  some  one  or  more  of  the  things  which 
have  been  supposed  ?  If  not,  then  they  can  describe  nothing 
which  can  be  alleged  in  mitigation  of  the  charge  of  total  de- 
pravity in  the  first  moral  character. 

I  now  come  to  the  specific  things  in  the  enumeration ;  and 
as  we  have  shown,  some  of  the  terms  of  this  part  of  the  cata- 
logue, as  natural  affection,  compassion,  kindness,  honor,  &c., 
may  according  to  usage  denote  either  simply  oonMitutional 
^vopaisities^  whether  subordincUed  to  the  glory  of  God  or  to 
jffome  other  chief  end  ^'  or  voluntary  acts — choices  to  gratify  these 
^ffopensities  without  any  regard  to  any  higher  end. 

Considered  then  as  constitutional  propensities,  we  say  there 
IS  nothing  moraUy  good  in  them.     Common  sense  decides  that 
oo   moral  quality  pertains  to  a  mere  constitutional  desire  for 
the  welfare  of  a  child,  or  for  reputation,  or  for  the  relief  of  suf- 
fej-ing,  for  the  promotion  of  others'  happiness — more  than  to 
«Qcili  a  desire  for  food  or  drink,  or  than  to  the  circulation  of 
rt^    blood,  or  the  operation  of  the  digestive  organs.     Again: 
fiut^^tantially  the  same  propensities  belong  to  the  irrational 
an  £  mals — to  the  lion  and  the  tiger,  the  sheep  and  the  dove,  as 
^esl  1  as  to  man.     Further:  if  moral  goodness  pertain  to  these 
co¥^  stitutional  propensities,  then  the  greater  their  strength  and 
the*     more  they  are  excited,  and  the  greater  their  practical  in- 
fluc?i]cc,  the  greater  the  degree  of  their  moral  goodness.     A 
paront  who  sacrifices  his  country  from  the  strength  of  his  affec- 
tion for  his  child,  has  more  of  this  virtue  than  if  he  loved  his 
child  less;  and  the  hero  or  conqueror  who  devastates  king- 
doiris  from  the  love  of  glory,  is  more  virtuous  than  if  he  loved 
hia    reputation  less.     If  it  be  said  that  this  is  excess  in  these 
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propensities,  I  admit  it ;  still  it  shows  either  that  moral  good- 
ness is  in  its  own  nature  liable  to  excess,  even  to  that  which  is 
sinful, — in  other  words,  that  either  moral  goodness  may  exist 
in  so  great  a  degree  as  to  become  itself  sin,  or  that  in  these 
constitutional  propensities  there  is  no  moral  goodness.  Once 
more  :  that  considered  simply  as  constitutional  propensities 
they  have  no  moral  quality,  is  evident  from  the  consideration 
that  they  do  not  decide  whether  the  subject  will  dnly  regulate 
them  in  reference  to  the  supreme  good,  or  seek  their  insulated 
gratification.  Tlie  fact  that  a  man  has  a  constitutional  appe- 
tite for  food  does  not  make  it  certain  that  he  will  be  a  glutton, 
so  neither  does  his  constitutional  love  of  his  offspring  determine 
whether  he  will  love  them  excessively  or  not.  Ho  may  do  the 
one  or  he  may  do  the  other  with  the  same  constitutional  pro- 
pensity. Let  him  do  which  he  will,  the  constitutional  propen- 
sity remains  with  all  its  inherent  moral  excellence,  if  it  possess 
any  such  excellence ;  and  however  much  of  a  glutton  or  sot 
he  may  become,  the  constitutional  propensity  that  prompts 
to  his  vicious  indulgence  is  morally  excellent.  The  same  re- 
mark applies  to  every  other  constitutional  propensity.  If  the 
constitutional  propensities  as  sjich  are  morally  good,  they  are 
so  whether  they  be  indulged  to  excess  or  restrained  within  due 
limits.  Of  course,  as  man  cannot  commit  wickedness  without 
proposing  the  gratification  of  some  constitutional  propensity, — 
nor  of  course  without  being  the  subject  of  such  propensity, — 
he  cannot  therefore  commit  a  crime  without  being  the  subject 
of  some  degree  of  moral  excellence  in  the  very  act.  Yea,  ac- 
cording to  a  previous  principle,  the  stronger  the  constitutional 
propensity  which  leads  to  the  wicked  choice  and  deed,  the 
greater  in  this  respect  is  his  moral  excellence.  Thus  there  is  a 
physical  impossibility  that  a  man  should  be  wholly  sinful  in 
the  perpetration  of  any  crime ;  and  not  only  so,  but  the  more 
violent  the  constitutional  propensity  that  prompts  to  it,  the 
greater  is  the  moral  excellence  which  in  this  respect  adorns 
his  character.  And  then  how  good  and  lovely  such  propensi- 
ties appear  when  they  exist  in  the  highest  degree,  and  acquire 
such  strength  (for  of  such  they  are  susceptible)  as  shall  prompt 
both  the  purpose  and  the  deed,  which  shall  sacrifice  God  and 
the  universe  to  their  own  insulated  gratification  ! 

But  it  will  be  said  that  Paul  (Rom.  i.  31,  and  2  Tim.  iii.  3) 
has  decided  that  the  destitution  of  these  things  is  sinful,  and 
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that  it  follows  therefore  that  they  are  morally  good.  I  answer 
that  the  apostle  has  not  affirmed  that  the  absence  of  these 
things  is  sinful ;  mere  destitution  is  nothing,  and  to  speak  of 
it  as  mere  destitution,  and  as  implying  no  positive  state  of 
mind,  and  yet  as  sinful,  would  be  to  talk  nonsense.  So  does 
not  the  apostle  talk,  nor  any  other  sound  moralist.  He  asserts 
nothing  more, than  that  to  be  without  natural  aflFection  m  proof 
of  great  wickedness.  But  does  it  follow  from  this,  that  if  they 
had  not  been  without  it,  they  would  have  possessed  moral 
goodness?  Suppose  a  man  has  destroyed  his  constitutional 
appetite  for  food  by  intemperate  drinking — docs  tliis  prove 
that  if  he  had  not  destroyed  it,  that  it  would  have  graced  his 
character  with  some  degree  of  moral  excellence  ?  Plainly  not ; 
he  may  still  consult  its  gratification  in  gluttonous  excess. 
Doubtless  to  extinguish  or  to  smother  into  absolute  inactivity 
any  of  our  constitutional  tendencies  is  sinful.  It  implies  some 
voluntary  act,  the  object  or  tendency  of  which  is  to  destroy 
that  which  ought  to  be  consecrated  to  useful  purposes.  To 
destroy  any  of  my  bodily  members  voluntarily  evinces  a  sinful 
purpose,  but  shall  we  therefore  concede  to  the  casuistry  that 
pronounces  our  features  or  our  limbs,  if  well-formed,  actual 
virtues  ?  Man  may  doubtless  so  smother,  perhaps  extinguish, 
his  natural  affection  for  his  offspring  by  debauchery  and  ex- 
cess, that  it  shall  have  no  practical  influence,  and  thus  be  guilty 
of  great  wickedness ;  but  he  may  also  cherish  that  propensity 
of  his  nature,  and  consult  supremely  its  gratification,  and  blas- 
pheme Grod  for  crossing  it,  and  be  as  wicked  as  had  he  destroyed 
it.  If  the  want  of  natural  affection  then  proves  a  high  degree 
of  wickedness,  its  existence  is  consistent  with  an  equal  degi'ee 
of  it.     How  then  is  it  shown  to  be  morally  good  ? 

It  remains  now  to  examine  the  things  under  consideration  as 
voluntary  practiml principles^  in  which  the  mind  fixes  its  pref- 
erence on  the  gratification  of  some  constitutional  propensity 
vrithout  the  least  regard  to  the  supreme  good.  We  have  al- 
ready shown  that  the  terms  used  to  describe  these  "  good 
things,"  as  they  are  called,  may  denote  simply  such  acts  of 
preference.  The  question  is,  are  these  moraUy  good?  This 
cannot  be  pretended,  in  view  of  the  true  standard  of  moral  ex 
cellence.  According  to  this,  no  act  or  state  of  mind  can  be 
morally  good,  unless  it  be  the  supreme  love  of  God,  or  in  its 
complex  meaning  involve  and  be  dictated  by  such  love.     But 
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the  acts  now  sfK>ken  of,  it  will  not  be  pretended,  are  either  the 
love  of  God  itself,  or  that  they  involve  it,  and  are  dictated  by  it. 

They  do  not  in  their  own  nature  essentially  imply  or  include 
the  love  of  God,  or  even  a  thought  of  him.  May  not  a  man 
love  his  parents,  or  his  children,  or  his  neighbors, — may  he  not 
prefer  to  be  honest,  temperate,  true,  ifec,  without  the  least  re- 
gaixl  to  God  ?  Every  one's  own  consciousness  answers  this 
question.  Of  course  these  affections,  purposes,  or  principles, 
designatcil  by  the  terms  natural  affection,  temperance,  veracity, 
kindness,  etc.,  do  not  in  their  own  nature  necessarily  imply  the 
least  moral  goodness.  I  go  further,  and  ask  whether  these 
principles  and  affections,  as  their  nature  is  evinced  to  every  one 
by  his  own  consciousness,  are  not  consistent  with  overt  or  direct 
enmity  toward  God  ?  May  not  a  man,  for  example,  love  his 
child  so  much  as  to  hate  anv  being  who  should  take  awav  from 
him  the  object  of  his  affection,  though  that  being  be  God  him- 
self ?  Xow,  without  insisting  on  the  positive  sinfulness  of  such 
an  affection  for  a  child,  I  ask,  has  it,  in  its  own  nature,  any 
moral  o:Oi^>dness  ?  Has  an  affection  in  its  nature  any  thing 
morally  good  which  is  consistent  with  enmity  to  God  I  Plainly 
not.  Ilere  then  our  opjx>nents  have  no  alternative  but  either 
to  denv  the  law  of  God  to  be  the  standard  of  moral  excellence, 
or  the  univei'sal  decisions  of  human  consciousness.  It*  they 
denv  the  former,  we  shall  leave  them  to  a  willful  denial  of  the 
plainest  of  all  truth,  which  exempts  us  from  the  obligation  of  fur- 
ther argument.  Il*  they  deny  the  latter — the  decision  of  human 
consciousness — we  ask  them  to  produce  their  witness,  the  man 
who  will  testify  that  he  never  could  love  his  child  at  all,  without 
also  loving  God  supremely  ;  or  rather  that,  in  his  experience, 
the  former  affection  necessarily  involves  the  latter. 

(3.)  I  proceed  to  examine  the  third  source  of  argument,  the 
practical  resultis ;  in  other  words,  the  argument  from  external 
action.  Tliis  is  considered  by  our  opponents  as  quite  decisive 
of  the  goodness  of  the  principles.  Thus  Dr.  Ware  asserts  with 
confidence,  that  he  has  seen  in  children  much  to  approve  ;  and 
with  the  same  positiveness,  that  even  in  the  worst  of  men  good 
feelings  and  principles  predominate.  It  is  hardly  supposable 
that  Dr.  Ware  should  pretend  to  any  knowledge  of  the  nature 
of  these  principles  as  they  exist  in  children  and  the  worst  of  men, 
by  direct  inspection  of  their  hearts.  Tlie  question  then  is  con- 
fined to  external  action^  as  the  expression  of  ifUemal  j^rinciplej 
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and  is  simply  this,  whether  the  external  acts  of  kindness  to 
kindred,  friends,  neighbors,  and  fellow-beings — acts  of  honesty, 
veracity,  &c.,  in  the  common  intercourse  of  life,  are  legitimate 
evidence  of  the  least  moral  goodness. 

1.  Obedience  habitually  universal  to  God's  commandments 
being  hnown  to  us,  is  the  only  legitimate  evidence  of  holy  prin- 
ciple (John  XV.  14,  and  xiv.  15-23 ;  1  John  v.  18).  Such  is 
the  nature  of  the  human  mind,  that  right  moral  principle  will 
maintain  an  habitiud  influence  on  the  external  deportment. 
At  the  same  time,  incidental  or  occasional  aberrations  from  the 
path  of  duty  are  not  inconsistent  with  the  existence  of  right 
moral  principle.  This  is  the  only  criterion  by  which  we  are 
authorized  to  pronounce  any  man  good,  or  as  having  any  cor- 
rect moral  principle.  Tliat  we  may  apply  the  principle  of  judg- 
ing in  any  case,  so  much  of  the  deportment  of  an  individual 
must  fall  under  our  observation,  as  to  satisfy  us  that  he  habitu- 
ally renders  a  universal  obedience  to  God's  commandments. 
Our  mere  ignorance  that  he  does  any  thing  inconsistent  with 
such  habitual  obedience,  through  a  partial  and  limited  knowl- 
edge of  his  deportment,  will  not  authorize  us  to  pronounce 
him  influenced  by  correct  moral  principle.  We  must  have 
positive  evidence,  and  this  must  be  furnished  by  such  an  ac- 
quaintance with  the  general  course  of  action  or  conduct,  that 
there  shall  be  no  room  for  rational  doubt  that  good  moral  prin- 
ciple governs  the  man. 

There  is  a  certain  course  of  external  deportment  which,  in 
itself,  as  it  falls  imder  our  observation,  is  no  evidence  for  or 
against  correct  moral  principle,  and  forbids  us  to  form  a  deci- 
sive judgment.  So  far  as  it  falls  under  our  observation,  it  may, 
on  the  one  hand,  be  quite  unexceptionable,  and  yet  we  may 
see  and  know  so  little  of  the  man,  as  to  be  utterlv  unable  to 
pronounce  concerning  his  principles  of  action  ;  i.  e.,  according  to 
the  first  rule  now  given,  we  may  not  know  that  he  does  or  that 
he  does  not  render  an  habitual,  unreserved  obedience  to  all 
God's  commandments.  On  the  other  hand,  some  single  act 
may  fall  under  our  observation,  which  in  itself  is  decidedly 
sinful,  and  yet  a  more  extended  acquaintance  with  the  deport- 
ment of  the  individual  might  require  us  to  believe  him  habitu- 
ally governed  by  rectitude  of  principle.  In  such  cases  we  are 
bound  not  to  judge  at  all. 

2.  Any  allowed  or  habitual  violation  of  one  of  God's  com- 
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mandmente,  is  decisive  proof  of  the  total  want  of  correct  moral 
principle  (James  ii.  10).  The  equity  of  this  test  rests  on  the 
fact,  that  allegiance  to  God  is  but  one  and  a  universal  principle ; 
one  allowed  act  of  disobedience  shows  therefore  an  utter  des- 
titution of  such  a  principle,  and  that  when  the  will  of  the  crea- 
ture and  the  will  of  the  Creator  come  into  competition,  the 
right  of  superiority  is  awarded  to  the  former,  and  God  de- 
throned from  the  supremacy  which  belongs  to  him. 

It  ought  here  to  be  remarked,  that  in  many  cases  in  which 
we  are  authorized  to  decide  nothing  positively,  we  may  so  far 
presume  that  a  man  is  or  is  not  governed  by  right  principles, 
as  to  regulate  our  own  conduct  in  reference  to  him  according 
to  such  a  presumption.  But  such  a  presumption  is  widely 
different  from  a  pretended  infallible  judgment,  founded  on 
legitimate  evidence. 

In  the  admission  of  members  into  the  Christian  church,  we 
proceed  not  on  the  principle  that  we  can  pronounce  or  even 
form  a  confident  judgment  of  the  personal  piety  of  the  individ- 
uals, but  on  the  ground  that  they  propose  to  perform  an  act 
appropriate  to  real  Christians,  and  that  we  have  no  evidence 
that  such  is  7iot  their  character. 

I  now  proceed  to  the  inquiry,  whether  according  to  these 
only  legitimate  rules  of  judging  of  the  moral  principles  of 
others  from  their  external  conduct,  we  are  authorized  to  pro- 
nounce the  particular  external  conduct  under  consideration, 
evidence  of  such  principles  in  the  heart. 

1.  In  applying  the  first  rule,  the  question  is,  whether  allow- 
ing all  that  can  be  claimed,  it  will  furnish  the  requisite  evi- 
dence of  an  habitual  universal  obedience  to  God's  command- 
ments. And  I  answer,  that  the  acts  themselves  obvious] v  do 
not  amount  to  that  which  the  rule  requires. 

2.  In  applying  the  second  rule,  the  question  is,  whether  it 
does  not,  in  the  case  supposed,  absolutely  foi^bid  us  to  pro- 
nounce the  principle  of  the  conduct  to  be  good  or  bad,  i.  e.,  for- 
bid us  to  form  an  opinion.  It  certainly  must  be  admitted  on  tlie 
one  hand  that  the  external  conduct  now  alleged  in  proof  of  cor- 
rect moral  principle  may  exist,  and  as  it  falls  under  our  obser- 
vation be  no  proof  of  a  bad  moral  principle.  All  that  we  see 
may  be  quite  unexceptionable.  We  go  further  (since  the  case 
now  supposes  that  we  know  the  moral  history  of  the  individual 
but  imperfectly),  and  readily  admit  that  all  that  we  do  know  of 
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him  is  quite  consistent  with  correct  moral  principle, — that  it  is 
that  which  does  mark  the  deportment  of  every  good  man,  and 
therefore  forbids  us  to  pronounce  that  the  subject  of  it  has  nvt 
such  a  character.  But  does  it  at  the  same  time  authorize  us  to 
pronounce  that  he  is  a  good  man  f  This  is  the  question,  and 
the  one  on  which  the  main  inquiry  chiefly  depends.  I  answer 
then,  that  the  simple  facts  now  alleged,  being  all  that  is  known, 
we  are  not  authorized,  but  forbidden  to  pronounce  that  the 
subject  possesses  the  least  moral  goodness. 

This  position  rests  on  the  principle,  that  all  that  we  know  of 
the  individual  may  be  the  dictate  of  mere  selfishness.  This  I 
prove — 

First,  from  the  Scriptures  (Matt.  x.  37,  and  Luke  xiv.  26). 
Now  these  and  similar  declarations  undeniably  prove  tliat  nat- 
ural aflfection  may  be  supreme  in  the  heart,  and  thus  preclude 
the  least  regard  to  the  authority  of  God. 

The  story  of  the  young  ruler  seems  to  have  been  put  on 
record  for  the  express  purpose  of  correcting  the  error  of  our 
opponents  on  this  subject.  Never  did  all  that  is  attractive  and 
imposing  in  the  natural  character  of  man  blend  in  higher  per- 
fection than  in  that  of  this  lovely  youth.  Yet  when  the  Sav- 
iour applied  to  his  heart  the  true  test  of  allegiance  to  God,  how 
was  the  emptiness  of  all  his  boasted  virtues  detected !  Did  he 
yield  a  ready  compliance — a  cheerful  submission  to  an  ac- 
knowledged command  of  the  Most  High  ?  Was  he  ready  to 
sell  all  and  give  to  the  poor,  and  take  up  his  cross  and  follow 
Clirist?  He  was  sad  at  the  utterance  of  such  a  requisition,  and 
went  away  grieved,  for  he  had  great  possessions.  The  com- 
ment of  our  Lord  was,  "  How  hardly  shall  they  that  have 
riches  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  God  !"  Here  then  is  brought 
out  the  most  determined  ungodliness  of  heart — t  selfish,  sordid 
attachment  to  riches — which  rejected  a  known  command  of 
God,  and  showed  that  his  authority  was  excluded  from  the 
whole  inner  man.  The  same  amiahU  qualities  then,  with  the 
sameyo^i  d^ficiency^  may  exist  in  other  men. 

The  apostle  has  carried  this  principle  still  further.  Thus  he 
says,  "  though  I  bestow,"  &c.  (1  Cor.  xiii.  3). 
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IV.— ALL  MEN  ARE  TOTALLY  DEPRAVED,— (Oontinued.) 

Argument  eontinaed  fh>m  experience  and  observation.— The  good  characteristics  allied  are  con- 
stdered  in  cbiMbood  and  in  adults. — Shown  to  be  positively  sinftil,  so  far  as  thej  have  any 
moral  quality,  by  the  nature  of  moral  action  and  the  true  principles  of  Judging  of  it 

The  object  of  the  present  Lecture  is  to  show,  that  the  argu- 
ment from  experience  and  observation  fully  and  unanswerably 
supports  the  doctrine  of  the  total  depravity  of  mail. 

This  I  shall  attempt  to  show  from  the  nature  of  those  things 
which  are  alleged  to  the  contrary,  and  from  the  true  rule  ot 
judging  of  moral  character. 

It  is  here  proper  to  remark,  that  that  class  of  men  who  pro- 
fess to  be,  or  may  be  supposed  to  be,  the  subjects  of  a  change 
of  moral  character  by  grace,  are  not  to  be  included  in  the  argu- 
ment. They  are  exceptions  according  to  the  statement  of  our 
doctrine. 

I  shall  pursue  the  argument  in  reference  to  children  and 
those  of  more  advanced  age. 

L  Li  reference  to  children. 

We  are  told  that  "  innocence  and  purity"  are  characteristics 
of  early  childhood  ;  and  the  meaning  is,  that  tliey  are  innocent 
and  pure  before  they  form  a  moral  character.  This  allegation 
then,  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  question,  since  we  can  form 
no  estimate  of  moral  character  before  moral  character  exists. 

Again  :  it  is  said  that  infants  early  show  affection,  and  grati- 
tude, and  attachment  to  those  from  whom  they  receive  kind- 
ness. And  who  does  not  ?  It  is  the  striking  characteristic  of 
sinnere,  that  they  love  those  that  love  them  ;  and  though  tliese 
terms  may  denote  other  than  mere  selfish  affections,  yet  we 
have  shown  that  wo  are  not  authorized  from  such  ambiguous 
manifestations,  to  assert  that  the  things  thus  described  proceed 
from  a  right  moral  principle.  We  must  know  something  more 
then  of  children  before  we  can,  with  a  proper  warrant,  decide 
the  question  at  issue.     What  tlien  is  the  fact,  when  tliere  isia 
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full  development  of  the  governing  principle  to  our  observation  ? 
They  show  affection  and  attachment,  it  is  said,  to  those  who 
show  them  kindness,  which  they  would  do  on  the  supposition 
of  their  total  depravity.  But  how  is  it  with  respect  to  those 
who  do  not  show  them  kindness — when  even  those  who  give 
them  the  highest  proofs  of  affection  cross  their  inclinations  ? 
We  see  a  decided  spirit  of  selfishness,  manifested  in  acts  of  dis- 
satisfaction, resistance,  and  violence  ;  and  not  only  no  manifes- 
tations of  right  principle,  but  such  manifestations  of  the  selfish 
principle  as  Mige  us  to  pronounce  them  wholly  under  its  in- 
fluence. 

It  is  said  that  infants  are  not  cniel,  but  that  a  child  takes 
pleasure  in  torturing  insects  from  gratification  afforded  by  wit- 
nessing violent  motion,  &c.,  and  that  by  an  appeal  to  his  com- 
passion he  is  easily  made  to  desist.  The  fact  implied,  that  a 
child  never  tortures  an  insect  with  a  knowledge  of  its  suffer- 
ings, is  palpably  false.  That  peculiarly  forcible  appeals  to  their 
compassion  and  sympathy  will  often  overcome  the  power  of 
the  temptation,  at  least  for  the  moment,  is  admitted.  If  the 
assertion,  that  a  child  never  tortures  an  insect  from  mere 
cruelty,  mean  that  he  never  does  it  from  the  pleasure  felt  in 
mere  suffering,  this  is  also  admitted ;  and  it  is  also  admitted 
and  maintained,  that  no  such  principle  exists  in  any  human 
bosom.  There  is  no  such  thing  as  cruelty  or  malignity  consist- 
ing in  delight  in  mere  suffering.  Every  human  being  has  a 
constitutional  susceptibility  to  the  happiness  of  all  sentient  be- 
ings. To  suppose  a  corresponding  susceptibility  to  the  misery 
of  other  beings  jper  se^  is  to  suppose  a  contradiction ;  that  is,  we 
should  be  capable  of  loving  and  hating  the  same  thing  in  the 
same  respect.  But  cruelty,  if  it  exist  at  all,  must  proceed  from 
the  purpose  to  gratify,  as  it  is  supposed  to  do  in  the  present 
case,  some  innocent  propensity.  What  then  shall  we  say  of 
«uch  a  purpose  to  inflict  torture  on  insects?  What  is  the  dif- 
"ference,  in  point  of  principle,  between  this  and  the  purpose  to 
^ke  the  life  of  a  fellow-being,  to  gratify  our  innocent  propen- 
wty  for  wealth  or  honor  ?  In  both  cases  it  is  barefaced  selfish- 
^aess.  I  need  not  say  that  it  is  a  selfishness  always  witnessed  in 
children,  and  the  objection  admits  it.  Nor  need  I  add,  that 
^hus  witnessed,  it  obliges  us  to  affirm  that  they  are  completely 
selfish. 

•  Again :  the  proneness  of  children  to  falsehood,  it  is  said,  is 
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the  result  of  example,  education,  and  eircuinstances.     Tlie  rcplir 
to  this  is,  that  example  and  education  are  a  part  of  the  circuin^  — 
stances  ;  and  if  children  in  their  circumstances^  as  soon  as  the^ 
discover  the  connection  between  falsehood  and  their  own  sel- 
fish interests,  lie  an<l  deceive,  then  it  is  proof  which  obliges  m 
to  decide  that  they  are  supremely  selfish. 

"Without  c«»nsidering  other  particulars  in  the  conduct  of  chil- 
dren, these  are  enough  for  our  purpose.  Taking  then  the  vei 
account  given  of  these  things  by  our  opponents  themselves^  -*=:^i 
they  are  selfishness  in  as  palpable  forms  as  it  can  exist.  Tbat5"  -^^t 
these  characteristics  are  to  be  found  in  all  children,  at  least  sokt::^  -o 
early  as  we  are  warranted  from  observation  to  form  any  judg — "S" 
ment  at  all  of  their  moral  character,  will  not  be  denied.  But:^  ^^ 
they  are  acts  which  besj)eak  the  entire  selfishness  of  the  heart,  -«^  ^j 
and  require  us  so  to  judge  according  to  the  rule  which  the 
Scriptures  give  and  reason  sanctions. 

In  confirmation  of  the  supreme  selfishness  of  children,  I  might 
refer  to  the  constant  and  indispensable  necessity  of  an  appeal  to 
their  selfishness,  in  some  form,  to  prevent  its  outbreak  in  others. 
"He  that  spareth  the  rod,  hateth  his  son,"  &c.  (vide  Prov.  xiii. 
24).  An  analysis  of  all  that  influence  which  restrains  children 
and  youth  from  vice,  would  show  that  it  consists  wholly  in  those 
considerations  which  address  the  selfish  principle,  and  that  the 
love  of  God  is  not  in  them. 

We  might  also  rest  an  argument  equally  conclusive  on  the 
decisive  manifestations  by  children  of  an  indiflference  and  aver- 
sion to  God. 

We  say  then,  that  the  very  characteristics  of  children  which 
ai*e  alleged  as  virtuous,  are  mere  operations  of  the  selfish  prin- 
ciple, and  that,  according  to  the  rule  of  judgment  which  we 
have  stated,  the  proof  is  absolute  and  decisive  of  the  supreme 
selfishness  of  the  human  heart  in  early  childhood. 

I  proceed  to  consider — 

11.  Tlie  moral  character  of  man  in  more  advanced  age. 

Here  it  is  to  be  remarked,  that  some  of  the  characteristics 
alleged  in  extenuation  of  the  charge  of  depravity,  are  them- 
selves mere  operations  of  the  selfish  principle.  But  while  some 
of  these  characteristics  are  mere  operations  of  selfishness,  and 
as  such  decisive  of  the  selfish  principle,  there  are  others,  as 
honesty,  truth,  and  kindness  to  neighbors,  which  cannot  be 
pronounced,  from  the  nature  of  them  simply,  to  be  the  effects 
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of  selfish  principle.  They  may  be  selfish  or  they  may  not  be, 
80  far  as  the  nature  of  them  determines.  To  prove  that  they  are 
80,  we  must  resort  to  collateral  evidence  and  the  application  of 
the  true  rule  of  judgment. 

Tliis  is  true  of  the  so-called  natural  affections.  Tlicse  are 
merely  selfish  so  far  as  they  have  any  moral  quality.  For  it  is 
to  be  remarked,  tliat  natural  affection,  contemplated  as  a  i)hysi- 
cal  property,  or  as  subordinated  to  the  love  of  God  as  it  is 
in  good  men,  has  no  more  moral  quality  than  the  propensity 
for  food.  The  want  of  it  is  not  sin,  but  only  an  evidence  of  a 
einful  heart,  as  refusing  to  take  food  would  be. 

Here  the  precise  question  is  (with  the  exception  already 
made),  whether,  in  every  case  in  wliich  we  are  authorized  to 
judge  of  moral  character,  we  are  not  obliged  to  pronounce  on 
the  existence  of  the  selfish  principle  to  the  exclusion  of  all  love 
to  God.  Kow  to  authorize  a  positive  judgment,  our  knowledge 
of  the  individual  must  be  either  perfect,  extending  minutely  to 
his  whole  moral  history,  or  if  imperfect,  it  must  extend  to 
something  which  in  its  own  nature  is  decisive  of  moral  prin- 
ciple. 

That  we  have  that  perfect  knowledge  of  any  individual  which 
will  enable  us  to  judge  of  his  moral  principle  on  the  ground  of 
such  knowledge,  cannot  be  easily  believed.  Imperfect  how- 
ever as  it  is,  have  we  not  known  in  the  most  faultless  of  those 
of  our  acquaintance,  in  whom  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that 
renewing  grace  has  produced  any  change  of  moral  chai*actcr, 
something  which  amounts  to  unequivocal  proof  that  the  love  of 
<iod  is  not  in  them  ?  Viewing  their  moral  character  as  it  is  by 
nature,  as  it  has  been  independently  of  any  transformation 
from  the  commencement  of  moral  agency,  has  not  a  moderate 
fiiiniliarity  furnished  us  the  knowledge  of  some  known  habitual 
sin,  either  of  omission  or  of  commission  ?  With  all  that  is  fair 
iad  unexceptionable,  with  the  exactest  honesty  and  truth,  with 
^eat  liberality  to  the  poor,  with  compassion  for  the  suffering, 
ttd  great  assiduity  in  promoting  the  temporal  well-being  of  a 
ii:iiily  or  neighborhood,  have  we  not  found  a  neglected  closet 
f  Eible,  or  some  habitual  sensuality,  or  an  utter  worldliness  of 
?xi-it,  or  insensibility  to  the  spiritual  and  eternal  interests  of 
il low-beings,  or  constant  violation  of  the  duties  of  the  Sabbath, 
r  at  the  least,  a  decisive  indifference  or  aversion  to  all  com- 
ntLnion  with  Qod  in  the  ways  of  his  appointment  ?    If  our 


160  HUMAN    SINFULNESS. 

knowledge  has  extended  to  these  things  (and  if  not,  we  are 
not  competent  to  make  a  decision),  have  we  not  actually  fonnc7 
some  one  or  more  of  them  palpably  marking  the  deportment  o  ^ 
the  individual,  and  proving  beyond  a  doubt  that  his  heart  ie=^» 
not  right  with  God  ?    There  can,  I  think,  be  bnt  one  answer  u  ^s*-^' 
this  question.     What  then  is  the  legitimate  conclusion  from  our-    -it 
experience  and  observation,  with  respect  to  the  moral  characteiL  --r^r 
of  man  ?     When  so  moderate  a  familiarity  with  others  as  w^  ^6 
have  now  supposed,  detects  in  those  of  the  most  blameless  ex  ::3^- 
ternal  dej>ortment  such  decisive  marks  of  ungodliness  of  heart  "*"♦, 
when  all  our  acquaintance  whom  we  know  equally  well  an 
below  these  in  the  scale  of  morality,  when  there  are  other  hun- 
dreds or  thousands  of  whom  we  know  still  less,  furnishing  stiir  -t  U 
more  unequivocal  proofs  of  the  same  fact,  what  is  the  legiti-  'mti- 
mate  conclusiou  respecting  the  moral  character  of  man  fromcr:^^^ 
experience  and  observation  ?     Does  not  the  mind  at  once  res^'  -^^ 
in  this  result,  that   similar  knowledge  of  all  would   detecfl^'  — ^ 
similar  proof  of  ungodliness,  which  this  degree  of  knowledge^::^^^^ 
discovers  in  the  most  faultless  of  those  who  are  known  t    Shall^   '* 
we  be  told  that  the  fairest  specimens  have  not  fallen  under  oui 
observation,  and  that  others  have  witnessed  what  we  hav«  not? 
But  this  is  denying  the  evidence  of  aur  experience,  and  making 
the  experience  of  others,  or  rather  their  testimony  concerning 
their  experience,  the  test  of  truth.     But  we  will  admit  the  tes- 
timony, and  challenge  our  opponent  to  produce  the  individual 
whose  moral  character  by  nature  is  unstained  by  any  allowed 
or  habitual  sin.     If  he  is  to  testify  concerning  his  experience, 
this  must  be  his  testimony.    He  must  not  say  that  there  are  those 
whom  he  does  not  knoio  to  be  thus  guilty,  unless  he  testifies 
that  he  does  know  their  entire  moral  history,  for  this  would  be 
testimony  of  niere  ignorance,  when  it  must  be  the  result  of  a  per- 
fect knowledge  of  the  whole  man,  and  positive  to  the  point  of 
his  entire  exemption  from  any  known  habitual  sin.     But  such 
testimony  cannot  be  adduced.    Tlie  proof  then  from  our  own 
experience  remains  unimpaired.     It  is  all  to  one  single  point, 
the  entire  selfishness  of  the  hearty  and  that  in  cases,  so  far  as 
there  is  anv  evidence  to  the  fact,  of  the  most  faultless  human 
characters,  and  there  is  not  a  particle  of  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary.    All  that  can  be  said  with  any  pretense  of  weakening 
our  conclusion  is,  that  there  are  cases  to  which  our  knowledge 
does  not  extend,  and  concerning  which,  from  actual  knowledge. 
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we  come  to  no  conclusion.  But  what  does  such  ignorance 
amount  to  f  i  What  if  all  that  I  know  of  one  individual  is,  that 
he  18  exteraallj  blameless  in  regard  to  honesty,  and  truth,  and 
charity ;  and  that  knowing  more  of  another  who  in  these  respects 
is  equally  blameless,  I  know  that  he  is  without  the  love  of  God, 
does  this  prove  that  the  former  possesses  it?  And  if,  in  every 
similar  case  in  which  my  knowledge  is  more  extended  than  in 
regard  to  the  first  individual,  I  find  all  with  the  moral  charac- 
ter of  the  second,  have  I  not  good  reason  to  conclude  that  the 
first  is  in  the  same  predicament  ? 

Here  an  important  principle  which  the  human  mind  unper- 
verted,  unavoidably  adopts,  and  which  the  Scriptures  teach, 
may  be  introduced  as  giving  absolute  conclusiveness  to  the 
argument :  "  As  in  water  face  answereth  to  face,  so  the  heart 
of  man  to  man  "  (Prov.  xxvii.  19). 

On  the  foregoing  principle  rests  the  conclusiveness  of  the 
argument  from  the  history  of  man,  as  made  known  to  us  by 
written  records  or  oral  testimony.  In  these  ways  we  come  to 
the  knowledge  of  facts  which  prove  depravity,  and  we  find  none 
which  impair  the  evidence  from  those  which  are  known. — (Ed- 
wards on  Original  Sin,  chap,  i  sees.  6,  7,  8  ;  D wight's  Theology, 
Serms.  29,  30.) 

Having  thus  shown  the  proper  application  of  the  true  rule 
or  principle  of  judging  of  moral  character,  I  shall  now  attempt 
to  show,  that  all  men  adopt  this  principle  and  make  this  appli- 
cation of  it  in  reference  to  the  very  characteristics  under  con- 
sideration, in  all  cases  in  which  they  can  be  supposed  to  form 
an  impartial  judgment  of  human  character. 

On  this  subject  it  is  believed  that  there  is  no  want  of  evi- 
dence, but  rather  a  want  of  candor — not  so  much  error  in  what 
men  in  fact  believe,  as  there  is  difliculty  in  bringing  them  to 
confess  it.     We  are  not  willing  to  criminate  others  when  our 
sentence  condemns  ourselves.     Still  we  believe  the  truth  and 
^h<3  evidence  may  be  obtained,  and  that  it  may  be  made  to  ap- 
pear, that  notwithstanding  the  common  denial  of  our  doctrine 
iti     words,  the  actions  of  men,  which  speak  louder  than  words, 
de^csisively  show  the  belief  of  it.     Now  there  is  such  a  thing  as 
wl-^at  we  term  a  knowledge  of  human  nature — a  knowledge  of 
wte^jt  as  man.     It  supposes  certain  laws  of  voluntary  action,  cer- 
tai  n  principles  which  are  common  to  all ;  and  the  science  of 

hviTuan  nature  is  especially  conversant  with  these  laws  and 
11 


162  HUMAN   SINFULNESS. 

principles,  and  presupposes  that  Lere  is  a  field  capable  of  be- 
ing explored,  and  that  in  it  actual  and  certain  discoveries  may 
be  made.  Tlic  field  is  actually  explored  by  every  man,  and  to 
a  certain  extent  with  entire  success,  so  that  there  is  in  fac^ 
no  subject  better  understood  by  mankind  generally,  than  th 
commanding  practical  principle  of  human  nature.  The  key  U 
the  discoveries  is,  that "  as  face  answereth  to  face  in  water,  so  th 
heart  of  man  to  man."  And  while  each  possesses  such  a  know 
edge  of  his  own  heart,  and  traces  the  actions  of  others  in  thei  Sr 
true  bearings,  he  discovers  in  these  unequivocal  manifestation  -^ns 
a  perfect  accordance  between  one  heart  and  every  other.  Tli^  ^e 
knowledge  is  of  great  practical  utility,  and  is  in  fact  the  basi-  ^JS 
and  the  directory  of  all  the  intercourse  between  man  and  man  ^r"^i. 
Nor  in  making  this  estimate  of  human  nature,  that  is,  of  man  ■«&  "^^ 
is  the  uniform  conclusion  respecting  his  governing  principle  a'  -^^t 
all  weakened  by  any  exceptions  in  the  case  of  the  sanctified 
These  are  so  few  in  number,  and  the  manifestations  of  anothei 
and  a  better  spirit  are  so  feeble,  fluctuating,  and  doubtful,  tha^  -^* 
to  keep  on  the  safe  side  of  the  question,  in  all  practical  judg- 
ments, these  exceptions  are  not  taken  into  the  account, 
then  let  the  inquiry  be  made,  what  is  the  estimate  which  mea^=^ 
form  for  all  the  practical  purposes  of  human  intercourse,  of  the 
commanding  practical  principle  of  hmnan  nature  ?  Let  the  in- 
quiry be  made  in  reference  to  the  manifestation  of  that  principle 
in  those  acts  of  honesty,  truth,  and  kindness,  which  are  regarded 
by  many  as  such  lovely  features  in  human  nature.  If  it  appear 
that  they  do  in  fact  decide,  and  that  they  decide  according  to 
the  true  rule  of  judgment,  that  these  are  the  dictates  of  pure 
selfishness,  and  in  as  palpable  forms  as  in  acts  of  rapine  and 
murder,  then  the  question  must  be  settled 
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v.— ORIGINAL  SIN.— VIEWS. 

Impatatlon  as  a  general  term.— Not  held  by  the  Jews. — Nor  by  the  Greek  Church. — Originated  in 
a  rabtiike  of  AnguAtine. — Imputation  as  now  used  has  ftve  signiflcationa^ — General  form  in  which 
original  sin  is  received  by  the  Orthodox. — Five  different  forms  in  which  it  is  taught — Import- 
ance attached  to  some  of  them  by  some  parties  among  the  Ortho<loz. 

The  doctrine  of  Original  Sia  has  been  held  by  theologians  in 
a  variety  of  forms.  So  different  have  been  these  particular 
forms  of  the  doctrine,  that  it  is  difficult  to  present  one  which 
is  general  and  shall  be  common  to  them  all.  Tlie  most  general 
form  in  which  it  has  been  held  is,  that  as  a  consequence  of  the 
sin  of  Adam,  a  corrupt  or  depraved  nature  is  propagated  to  all 
his  posterity.  Some  who  advocate  the  truth  of  this  general 
statement,  maintain  that  this  corrupt  nature  is  sinful  and  ill- 
deserving,  while  others  deny  its  sinfulness  and  ill-desert^  and 
regard  it  as  corru|)t  or  depraved  only  as  leading  to  sin  with 
its  ill-desert.  Those  who  maintain  this  propagated  nature  to 
be  sinful  and  ill-deserving,  have  adopted  different  views  of  the 
mode  in  which  it  becomes  thus  sinful.  These,  or  the  more 
prominent  and  important  of  them,  may  be  comprised  under 
the  general  doctrine  of  Iinputation ;  at  least  as  some  have 
chosen  to  use  this  word,  though  as  I  think,  improperly. 

It  has  been  claimed  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Imputation  of 
Adam's  sin  to  his  posterity  was  held  by  the  Jews.  The  Old 
Testament  however,  gives  not  the  least  support  to  such  an  opin- 
ion ;  while  the  Chaldaic  Paraphrases  go  no  further  in  the  lan- 
guage which  they  use  on  the  subject,  than  the  idea  that  tem- 
poral death  comes  on  his  posterity,  on  the  principle  that  had 
tti^y  been  in  the  same  circumstances  as  Adam,  they  would  have 
done  as  he  did, — ^a  principle,  as  some  may  suppose,  like  tliat  of 
Paul  in  Heb.  vii.  9,  10 :  "  And  as  I  may  so  say,  Levi  also, 
wlio  receiveth  tithes,  paid  tithes  in  Abraham  ;  for  he  was  yet 
in  the  loins  of  his  father,"  &c.  How  far  this  quasi  assertion 
of  the  apostle  can  have  any  thing  to  do  with  any  doctrine  of 
imputed  sin,  it  may  be  difficult  to  see. 
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In  the  ancient  Greek  Clmrcli  the  doctrine  of  Imputation  can- 
not be  fonnd.     Origen,  Chrysostom,  and  Cyril  considered  tem- 
poral death  in  this  world,  not  as  the  punishment  but  as  a  con^ 
sequence  of  the  sin  of  Adam.     "  The  Latin  Church,  on  the  other 
hand,"  says  Knapp,  "  was  the  proper  seat  of  the  strict  doctrine 
of   Imputation."     Tliis  writer,  after  ascribing  the   origin  of 
the  doctrine  to  the  false  mode  of  interpreting  the  words  of  Paul 
in  Rom.  v.  12,  13,  and  particularly  to  the  rendering  of  ^0'  ^  *;* 
quo  by  the  Vulgate,  says,  "  Tliis  opinion  was  then  associateil 
with  some  peculiar  philosophical  ideas  then  prevalent  in  the 
West,  and  from  the  whole,  a  doctrine  de  Imputatione  wj 
formed  in  a  sense  wholly  unknown  to  the  Hebrews,  to  the  New 
Testament,  and  to  the  Grecian  Church."     He  adds — "  We  may 
hence  see  the  reason  of  the  fact,  that  the  Grecian  teachers,  e.  g.-. 
those  in  Palestine,  took  sides  with  Pelagius  against  the  teacher^^s 
of  the  African  Church." 

As  the  word  Imputation  has  been  and  is  still  used,  there 
several  different  forms  of  it.  Tlie  more  prominent  of  these 
the  following: — (1.)  The  proper  doctrine  of  Imputation  as 
taught  by  Augustine,  and  maintained  by  the  western  churches, 
and  in  their  symbols.  (2.)  The  doctrine  of  Imputation  by  rep- 
resentation or  federal  headship,  as  taught  by  some  Lutheran 
theologians,  and  by  Witsius  in  his  Economy  of  the  Covenants. 
(Vide  Knapp,  vol.  2,  p.  49.)  (3.)  The  doctrine  of  Imputation 
as  founded  on  the  aoientla  media  of  God,  or  his  foresight  of  the 
consent  of  posterity  in  Adam's  sin.  (4.)  The  doctrine  of  Im- 
putation by  the  sovereign  transfer  of  Adam's  sin  to  his  pos- 
terity, as  taught  in  a  work  highly  recommended  by  some  divines 
in  this  country,  published  under  the  title  of  "  Getliseraane.'' 
(5.)  Tlie  doctrine  called  by  Dr.  Owen,  Putation — that  God  con- 
sidci-s  and  treats  the  posterity  of  Adam  (w  if  they  were  guHty^ 
or  had  committed  his  sin ;  meaning,  that  they  are  guilty  of 
that  sin  only  as  being  liable  to  punishment  on  account  of  it. 
How  these  different  forms  of  the  doctrine  called  the  Tniputa- 
tion  of  Adam's  sin  to  his  posterity  may,  as  they  have  been  ex- 
plained by  their  different  advocates,  run  into  each  other,  it 
may  be  difficult  if  not  useless  to  determine.  I  propose  such 
notice  of  each,  by  fuller  explanation,  and  also  by  some  par- 
ticular examination  of  them,  as  shall  at  least  enable  you  to 
judge  of  their  truth  by  comparing  them  with  the  teachings  of 
tlie  Word  of  God.     I  shall  begin  with  what  I  consider  the  more 
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proper  form  of  the  doctrine.  Tliis  I  deem  an  important  pre- 
liminary inquiry  to  our  investigation  of  the  doctrine  of  the  total 
depraoUy  of  man  hy  nature. 

The  object  of  our  inquiry  then,  is  to  ascertain  the  general 
form  of  this  doctrine  as  taught  by  the  Reformers  and  those  who, 
after  them,  have  adopted  their  views,  and  also  the  changes  and 
modifications  it  has  undergone  by  a  class  of  Orthodox  theolo- 
gians within  the  last  forty  or  fifty  years,  especially  in  New 
England.  The  general  form  of  this  doctrine  as  taught  by  the 
BeformenB,  and  as  it  has  extensively  prevailed  among  the  Ortlio- 
dox  since  their  time,  may  be  thus  stated,  viz.,  that  all  men 
have  a  corrupt  and  sinful  nature  by  birth,  which  nature  is  cor- 
rupted in  Adam. 

Rightly  to  understand  the  import  of  this  statement  of  the 
doctrine,  it  is  necessary  to  consider  it  in  two  parts :  one,  the 
corrupt  nature  of  men,  which,  though  considered  in  itself,  or 
abstractly  from  our  connection  with  Adam,  is  not  sinful  and 
deserving  of  punishment,  is  yet  considered  as  evil  and  perni- 
cious, as  it  tends  infallibly  to  that  sin  or  moral  evil  which  does 
deserve  punishment.  The  other  part  of  the  doctrine  respects 
the  manner  in  which  this  nature  is  truly  and  properly  esteemed 
sinful  by  our  connection  with  Adam.  This  connection  with 
Adam,  according  to  this  doctrine,  amounted  to  a  constituted 
onene^  between  Adam  and  all  his  posterity,  so  that  when  Adam 
sinned  by  knowingly  and  freely  transgressing  the  divine  law, 
and  thus  corrupting  his  nature,  all  his  descendants  did  in  God^s 
estimation  also  sin  in  the  same  manner,  thus  corrupting  their 
nature.  Hence  they,  being  one  with  Adam,  quoad  hoc^  though 
very  diverse  from  him  in  other  respects,  are  bom  with  a  nature 
which  is  sinful  and  corrupt,  and  which  has  become  so,  exactly 
in  that  manner  in  which  Adam's  nature  became  corrupt. 

TPTiile  this  form  of  the  doctrine  of  Original  Sin,  or  depravity 

hy  nature,  has  been  most  prevalent  among  the  Orthodox  since 

the  time  of  Augustine,  yet  it  has  been  held  and  taught  under 

some  diversity  of  modification  by  different  individuals  of  the 

same  school  at  different  periods.     So  far  as  I  know,  it  had  how- 

ever  not  received  any  important  modification  as  adopted  by 

aixy  considerable  portion  of  the  Orthodox  community,  until 

sioce  the  time  of  Dr.  Hopkins  and  Dr.  Edwards.     For  the  last 

forty  or  fifty  years,  the  doctrine  has  undergone  considerable 

modifications  in  this  country,  especially  in  New  England,  till 
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rfh^  i^rhixlox  clergy  in  New  England  almost  universally,  and  to 
,^  tvnsidorable  extent  in  other  parts  of  this  country,  have  re- 
Hvroii  at  least  one  important  part  of  the  doctrine,  viz.,  that 
whioh  represents  Adam's  posterity  as  one  in  him  and  sinning 
in  liini.  'While  these  have  agreed  in  the  rejection  of  this  part 
of  the  d«>ctrine,  and  would  also  agree  in  some  very  general 
forms  of  stating  the  doctrine  of  total  depravity  hy  nature^  they 
wouKl  differ  widely  in  respect  to  their  more  specific  forms  oi 
statement. 

The  more  prominent  and  different  specific  forms  of  the  doc- 
trine of  Original  Sin,  so  far  as,  in  my  view,  they  demand  par — 
ticular  notice,  are  the  following  : 

1.  Tlie  dt>ctrine  of  Imputation  as  taught  by  Augustine.* 

2.  Tlie   doctrine   of  Putation  as  taught  by  the  Princeto 
8chiX>l,  by  Storr,  and  others. 

3.  The  doctrine  of  a  created  or  propagated  dinfiil  nature 
sometimes  called  Physical  Depravity. 

4.  The  doctrine  of  a  corrupt  nature  not  sinful,  but  resultin 
in  gin  in  all  cases. 

5.  The  doctrine  of  voluntary  sin,  traced  by  some  to  divine 
efficiency,  and  by  others  to  the  innocent  constitutional  propen- 
sities of  man  in  his  circumstances.     Whether  however,  this 
fifth  fonn,  in  either  of  its  more  specific  forms,  can  be  properly 
called  original  sin,  may  be  supposed  by  some  to  admit  of  a 
question.     Dr.  Emmons  maintained  the  first  sin  of  Adam  to  be 
the  only  original  sin.      As  the  sin  with  which  the  subsequent 
sin  of  the  race  is  in  some  manner  ronnected  as  a  consequence, 
the  New  Haven  divines  would  probably  consent  to  call  it  the 
original  sin.     Put  in  respect  to  any  oH/jinal  sin  as  a  predicate 
of  Adam's  descendants,  they  would  perhaps  agree  to  call  the 
first  sinful   volition,  or  act  of  each  individual,  original  sin. 
Hitherto  they  have  designated  nothing  by  the  phrase.     Tliey 
maintain  still  the  general  doctrine,  that  all  m-en.  are  totally  de- 
praved by  nature,  and  this  in  its  true  Orthodox  meaning;  and  on 
this  ground  claim,  on  this  subject,  an  Orthodox  standing. 

In  respect  to  these  diflerent  specific  views,  it  cannot  be  pre- 
tended, in  my  own  opinion,  that,  strictly  speaking,  any  one  of 


o  The  doctrine  of  *' Spermatic  Animalculas,"  as  maintained  by  some,  or  that 
the  race  were  seminaUy  in  Adam,  as  taught  by  Dr.  GUI  and  others,  1  sbaU  pass 
without  further  notice.— {Vide  "  Knapp's  Theology."  vol.  iL  p.  49.) 
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ihem  is  essential  to  Orthodoxy,  since  they  are  each  of  them 
adopted  to  the  exclusion  of  every  other  by  those  who  are 
ranked  among  the  Orthodox,  and  since  they  all  agree  in  that 
general  form  of  the  doctrine  which  is  opposed  by  the  anti- 
orthodox.  When  the  question  is,  what  is  Orthodoxy  on  this 
point  if  the  answer  should  be  such  as  all  who  are  properly 
esteemed  Ortliodox  would  subscribe  to ;  since,  on  any  other 
principle,  the  Orthodox  are  distinguished  from  the  Orthodox, 
and  not  from  the  opposers  of  Orthodoxy. 

The  general  forms  of  stating  the  doctrine  to  which  the  Ortho- 
dox as  a  class  or  party  would  subscribe,  are  such  as  these,  viz., 
that  all  men  are  depraved  hy  7iature  y  that  all  mankind  come 
into  the  world  in  such  a  state,  that  without  the  interposition  of 
Divine  grace,  they  will  sin  in  every  instance  of  moral  action. 
All  who  should  subscribe  to  these  would  be  Orthodox  quoad 
hoc,  all  who  should  deny  would  not  be. 

With  respect  to  two  of  the  above-named  specific  statements, 
viz.,  physical  depravity  and  constitutional  propensities,  I  know 
not  that  any  have  pretended  that  either  is  essential  to  Ortho- 
doxy, whatever  they  may  have  supposed  to  be  essential  to 
truth.    With  respect  to  the^;'^^  and  third,  viz.,  that  of  our  one- 
ness in  Adam,  and  that  of  physical  depravity,  etc.,  each  is 
8trenuously  maintained  by  the  opposers  of  Orthodoxy,  and  by 
Bome  among  the  Orthodox  themselves,  to  be  essential  to  Ortho- 
doxy.    Whether  it  be  so  or  not,  seems  to  be  the  only  point 
which  it  is  necessary  to  decide  that  we  may  answer  the  ques- 
tion before  us,  viz.,  what  is  the  Orthodox  doctrine  of  Original 
Sin  ?     The  inquiries  are  two,  viz. :  First,  is  the  doctrine  of  our 
oneness  in  Adam  and  sinning  in  him  essential  to  Orthodoxy  ? 
This  inquiry  is  answered  by  the  fact  already  stated,  that  this 
<ioctrine  has  not  only  been  denied  for  a  long  time  by  the  Ortho- 
doji  of  New  England,  but  is  also  denied  extensively,  probably 
hy  a  majority  of  the  Orthodox  clergy  of  the  United  States. 

Ihe  other  inquiry,  viz.,  whether  physical  depravity  be  essen- 
tia.! to  Orthodoxy,  is  the  topic  of  principal  interest.  Decided 
hy  the  undeniable  fact,  though  very  many  of  the  Orthodox 
mi  nistry  and  Churches  have  believed  and  strenuously  inculcated 
thi^  doctrine,  there  is  no  pretense  that  it  has  obtained  the  sanc- 
tion of  any  Orthodox  Confession  of  Faith,  or  is  to  any  extent 
woi^y  of  the  notice  of  standard  Orthodox  writers.  To  the 
representation  that  some  of  this  class  of  theologians  held  this 
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doctrine,  Bome  plausibility  may  perhaps  be  given  by  garbl 
quotations  from  their  writings,  or  by  unguarded  passages  wbi 
are  plainly  inconsistent  with  fuller  statements  of  their  vie 
The  doctrine  never  became  a  test  of  Orthodoxy  even  in  N 
England.  It  was  indeed  taught  by  Dr.  Burton,  of  VermoT"^ 
who  published  a  volume  in  its  defense.  It  was  howev 
strenuously  opposed  by  Dr.  Hopkins  and  Dr.  Emmons, 
their  disciples,  among  whom  were  many  of  the  more  promine 
divines  of  the  country,  who,  though  maintaining  that  all  » 
consists  in  the  volitions  or  voluntary  exercises  of  the  min 
never  suffered  in  their  reputation  for  Orthodoxy.  Indeed,  tlw 
themselves  strenuously  insisted  that  they  were  the  only 
sistent  Calvinists.  Hopkinsionism  was  indeed  strongly 
proved  by  many  of  the  Presbyterian  Church,  but  chiefly 
the  ground  of  other  peculiarities  of  doctrine,  resignation 
Divine  effiinency^  rather  than  for  holding  the  exercise  schexn-O* 
These  different  forms  of  the  doctrine  of  Original  Sin,  I  pro- 
pose to  examine  hereafter.  I  deem  it  however  highly  impor- 
tant, in  the  mean  time,  to  ascertain  with  precision  the  fomx  ot 
this  doctrine,  as  taught  by  Augustine,  and  maintained  by  t;lio 
Refonners  and  the  Reformed  Churches,  with  nnimportant 
ceptions,  till  the  present  time,  and  as  uncontradicted  by 
considerable  portion  of  this  Church,  except  in  New  England^  ^ 
the  time  of  Hopkins,  Emmons,  the  younger  Edwards*  and 
others  who  followed  them. 
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VI.— ORIGINAL  SIN. 
YiewB  of  Augustine,  Cal?in,  and  Edwarda^ 

What  I  now  call  the  proper  doctrine  of  original  sin  is,  gen- 
erally speaking,  the  doctrine  of  the  Imputation  of  Adam's  first 
dn  to  all  his  posterity,  on  the  ground  of  a  constituted  per- 
sonal identity  of  Adam  and  his  posterity.  I  have  already 
given  a  general  explanation  of  this  doctrine.  Tlie  more  full  ^ 
'and  particular  form  of  this  doctrine  may  be  unfolded  as  fol- 
lows :  God,  in  creating  man,  created  not  merely  Adam,  but 
mankind,  human  nature,  Adam  and  his  posterity,  as  one  moral 
whole,  one  moral  person,  determining  this  oneness  or  identity 
by  his  sovereign  constitution.  The  human  race,  man  as  thus 
created  and  constituted  one  moral  person,  was  created  morally 
vpright^  so  that,  as  God's  work,  what  Adam  was  as  creai^d^  his 
posterity  were  also  as  created.  The  first  sin  of  Adam  was  thus 
tiie  sin  of  all  his  posterity — their  voluntunj  aet  as  truly  as  it 
was  his.  They  committed  the  same  sin  which  Adam  com- 
mitted, both  in  number  and  in  kind,  and  on  the  only  equitable 
principle  of  imputing  sin  to  any  being,  it  was  imputed  to 
Adam  and  to  his  posterity, — to  Adam  because  he  committed 
it,  and  to  them  because  they  committed  it.  Thus  the  only 
original  sin  of  Adam's  posterity  is  the  sin  which  each  of  them, 
s&  one  moral  person  with  Adam,  being  like  him  created  up- 
right, committed,  and  as  truly  as  did  Adam  commit  his  original 
sin,  and  being  then  committed  by  each  just  as  it  was  by  Adam, 
it  'Was  imputed  to  each  just  as  it  was  imputed  to  him.  It  was 
'lie  act  of  each,  the  sin  of  each,  the  fall  of  each,  the  apostasy 
>f"  each,  and  of  all  his  posterity,  just  as  it  was  of  Adam  him- 
self. It  is  this  sin,  with  all  its  corruption  and  guilty  and  with 
tliisonZy,  that  each  of  the  posterity  is  hom^  not  o^eated ;  for, 
EI8  a  creature,  he,  like  Adam,  was  made  morally  npnght ;  so 
that  man,  each  individual  of  the  race,  not  God,  is  the  author 
of  his  own  sin. 

8 
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Such  is  the  ancient  and  proper  doctrine  of  Original  Sin, 
which  first  received  its  definite  and  pennanent  form  in  the 
statements  of  Augustine,  in  his  controversy  with  Pelagiiia 
early  in  tlie  fifth  century,  which  by  Pope  Zosinuis,  after  having 
pronounced  Pclagius  sound  in  the  faith,  was  decreed  to  1m 
Orthodoxy,  was  afterward  generally  adopted  by  the  scholastic 
theologians,  tlien  by  the  Reformers — ^by  such  men  as  Gomar 
rhus,  Stapfer,  Turretin,  and  others — was  introduced  into  the 
confession  of  the  Westminster  divines,  and  has  been  thus  per 
petuated  in  the  Orthodox  church,  to  a  greater  or  less  extent  t< 
tlie  present  time,  having  been  more  ably  defended  by  Jonathai 
Edwards  than  by  any  other  advocate. 

Tlie  first  error  on  this  subject  began  earlier  in  the  Chrisdai 
church,  in  the  unauthorized  assumption,  that  the  apostle  ii 
Romans  v.  12,  &c.,  asserts,  that  infants  are  sinners,  or  that  al 
men  arc  horn  sinners.  Tims  Origen  and  others  of  the  earlie] 
fatliers,  to  account  for  this  sin  and  depravity  of  all,  befon 
actual  sin  was  supposable,  resorted  to  the  theory  of  pre-exist 
ence  in  another  world,  when  each  individual  sinned  in  his  owi 
proper  person.  Augustine  however, found  as  he  supposed,  th< 
true  origin  of  this  depravity  or  sin  in  all  men  at  birth,  in  thei 
prior  existence  in  Adam, as  created  in  him  in  the  manner  ex 
plained. 

Axcgmtine^a  Language  and  Views. — He  says  (on  Eph.  x.  6) 
"Quicunque  ex  illo  uno  multi  in  se  ipsis  futuri  erunt,  in  illo  un( 
unus  homo  erant" — "  They  who  from  that  one  shall  be  monj 
in  themselves,  in  tliat  one  were  one  man."  Again:  "Wc 
were  all  in  that  one  man,  since  we  were  all  that  one  man  wh< 
fell  into  sin,  through  that  woman  who  was  made  from  him  pre 
vious  to  transgression.  The  form  in  which  we  were  to  live  a 
individuals  had  not  been  created  and  assigned  to  us,  man  bi 
man,  but  that  seminal  nature  was  in  existence  from  which  w< 
were  to  be  propagated"  (De  Civ.  Dei.,  xiii.  14).  "  In  Adam  a! 
have  sinned,  as  all  were  that  one  man"  (De  Pec.  Mer.,  i.  20) 
"Infants  belong  to  human  nature  and  are  guilty  of  original  sii 
because  human  nature  sinned  in  our  first  parents."  Again 
"  All  sinned  in  Adam ;  the  human  race  were  in  the  loins  o 
Adam."  And  also,  "Infants  derive  from  him  the  guilt  of  sii 
and  the  punishment  of  death."  These  passages  from  Augus 
tine  are  deemed  suflicient  to  unfold  his  view  of  original  sin 
In  confirmation  of  the  view  ascribed  to  Augustine,  I  refer  U 
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Tholuck  and  Neander.  Tholuck  says :  "  Augustine  proceeded 
on  the  realist  view  that  God  did  only  once  create,  placing  the 
whole  of  each  species  in  the  first  individual,  so  that  all  subse- 
quent existence  is  nothing  more  than  the  manifestation  and 
development  of  what  has  a  previous  being.  Inasmuch  then 
as  at  the  first  the  man  Adam  was,  wlien  he  fell,  both  indi- 
vidual and  species,  the  species  also  fell  in  him.  Acute  exposi- 
tions of  this  view,  and  a  philosopliical  application  of  the  Aris- 
totelian principles  de  universalihus  in  re  to  the  doctrine  of 
Imputation,  are  to  be  found  among  the  schoolmen,  e.  g.,  An- 
selm  and  Odoardus,  in  '  De  peccato  originali.' " — (Tholuck  on 
Eom.  V.  12— 'E6'  6),  pp.  158-9.)  Neander  in  his  Church  Hist., 
vol.  ii.  p.  609,  says :  "  Augustine  supposed,  not  only  that  this 
bondage  under  the  principle  of  sin,  by  which  sin  is  its  own 
punishment,  was  transmitted  by  the  progenitor  of  the  race  to 
his  posterity,  but  also  that  the  first  transgression,  as  an  act, 
was  to  be  imputed  to  the  whole  human  race ;  that  the  guilt 
and  penalty  were  propagated  from  one  to  all.  This  participa- 
tion of  all  in  Adam's  transgression,  Augustine  made  clear  to 
his  own  mind  in  this  way :  Adam  was  the  representative  of  the 
whole  race,  and  bore  in  himself  the  entire  huvian  nature  and 
kind  in  the  germ,  since  it  was  from  him  it  unfolded  itself. 
And  this  theory  would  easily  blend  with  Augustine's  specula- 
tiTe  form  of  thought,  as  he  had  appropriated  to  himself  the 
Platonico- Aristotelian  Realism  in  the  doctrine  of  general  con- 
ceptions, and  conceived  of  general  conceptions  as  the  original 
types  of  the  kind  realized  in  individual  things.  Furthermore, 
his  slight  acquaintance  with  the  Greek  language,  and  his  habit 
of  reading  the  Holy  Scriptures  in  the  Latin  translation,  led 
him  to  find  a  confirmation  of  his  theory  in  a  falsely  translated 
passage  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Romans,  viz.,  v.  12." 

Thus  it  appears  that  the  ancient  and  the  prevalent  doctrine 
of  the  Imputation  of  Adam's  sin,  until  a  recent  period  received 
its  form,  as  well  as  derived  its  origin  from  the  false  speculative 
philosophy  of  a  converted  heathen  philosopher,  who  from  his 
ignorance  of  Greeks  and  of  the  use  of  universal  forms  of  ex-  * 
pression,  misinterpreted  the  apostle  in  Rom.  v.  12 ;  supposing 
him  to  speak  of  infants,  he  applied  his  ingenuity  and  philoso- 
phy to  show  that  Adam  and  all  his  posterity  were,  ex  ordine 
Dei,  one  man,  (me  moral  person,  infants  included,  and  so  com- 
mitted the  same  sin  which  Adam  committed. 
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Calvi/i's  Views. — I  speak  of  bis  views  as  given  in  his  Insti- 
tutes, which  were  written  in  early  life ;  for,  in  his  Commentary 
on  Rom.  v.  12,  written  in  his  maturer  age,  he  expressly  affirms 
that  the  apostle  had  no  thought  of  infants.*  The  proposed 
exhibition  of  his  views  will  be  given,  by  reading  selected  pas- 
sages from  his  Institutes. 

Calvin  says,  Inst.,  B.  ii.  eh.  i.  sees,  5,  6,  p.  299,  "  We  are 
fallen  from  our  original  dignity,"  i.  e.,  we  were  all  created  in 
Adam  " upright,"  for  this  was  the  decisive  proof-text;  "but 
we  all  sinned  before  we  were  bom,  and  when  bom  we  have 
the  corruption  which  each  contracted  in  the  sin  in  Eden." 
There  was  a  vast  difference,  in  the  view  of  the  Reformers,  be- 
tween the  character  in  which  we  were  created,  and  that  in 
which  we  were  bom,  for  we  all,  on  the  realistic  theory,  wera 
created  in  Adam,  and  were  as  pure  and  holy  as  he.  Tliey  us& 
such  phrases  as  "  the  honors  bestowed  on  us  at  our  creation ;'' 
"  God  at  the  beginning  formed  us ;"  "  we  cannot  think  on  the^ 
primeval  dignity,"  &c. ;  "  in  the  person  of  the  first  man  we  are 
fallen,"  &c.  But  we  are  bom  depraved  on  account  of  the 
transgression  which  intervened.  When  Calvin  in  this  chapter, 
uses  the  term  "  m<i;i,"  he  means  the  raee  as  existent  in  Adam« 
"  He  suffered  not  alone,  but  involved  all  his  posterity."  "  This 
is  that  corruption  which  the  fathers  call  original  m'w,  meaning 
by  sin  the  depravity  of  a  nature  originally  pure."  Again: 
"  Even  before  we  see  the  light  of  day,  we  are  in  God's  sight 
impure  and  sinful."  "  Adam  was  the  root,  and  we  were  neces- 
sarily vitiated  in  him."  Speaking  of  our  corrupt  nature,  he 
distinguished  it  thus :  "  Our  nature^  not  as  created  but  as  vitia- 
ted in  Adam."  "Now  let  us  dismiss  those  who  dare  to  charge 
God  with  their  corruptions,  because  we  say  that  men  are  natu- 
rally corrupt."  He  says  our  sin  proceeds  not  from  God,  and 
speaks  of  "  our  sin  in  Adam."  He  speaks  of  a  "  natural  deprav- 
ity which  did  not  originate  from  nature,  but  is  an  adventitious 
quality  not  innate,  but  natural  in  the  sense  of  belonging  to  all;" 
"  and  therefore  infants  themselves,  as  they  bring  their  condem- 
nation into  the  world  with  them,  are  rendered  obnoxious  to  pun- 
ishment by  their  own  sinfulness,  not  by  the  sinfulness  of  another." 


o  I  admire  Calvin's  inteUectual  greatness  and  candor ;  and  especially  in 
changing  his  opinions  on  this  subject,  and  on  that  of  limited  Atonement,  after 
he  had  acquired  a  high  theological  reputation  by  his  Institutes. 


CALVIN'S   VIEW   OF   IDENTITY.  178 

It  is  plain  that  Calvin  held  to  no  transfer  of  Adam's  sin  and 
guilt  to  his  posterity,  they  being  innocent,  but  only  an  imputa- 
tion, charging,  reckoning,  as  in  Rom.  v.  13,  of  each  one's  own 
sin  to  him,  the  sinning  agent.  Tlie  other,  viz.,  the  reckoning 
of  one  person's  sin  to  anotlier,  as  though  he  committed  it,  and 
holding  him  liable  for  an  act  he  never  perpetrated,  is  not  Iwr 
putatton  but  putation^  as  Van  Mastricht,  who  knew  well  the 
doctrine  of  Calvin,  says  (Lib.  iv.  ch.  ii.  sec.  10):  "  Imputatio 
autem,  non  consistit  in  mera  putatione^  qua  Deus  putet  foedi- 
fragium  pit)toplastorum,  non  ab  ipsis  tantuni  perpetratum 
fuisse,  sed  actiialiter  et  personaliter,  etiam  ab  omnibus  eorum 
pasteris :  esset  enim  in  hoc  error  manifestus,"  ifec. 

So  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Princeton  professors,  who  give 
up  oneness  with  Adam,  yet  retain  tlie  sin  and  Jiability  of  his 
transgression  in  each  of  his  descendants,  is  not  the  Imputation 
of  the  Reformei's,  nor  Imputation  at  all. 

President  Edwards  stated  the  objection  to  the  doctrine  of  our 
oneness  or  identity  in  Adam,  thus  :  "  That  it  im^^lics  falsehood j 
and  contradiction  to  the  true  nature  of  things,  as  hereby  they 
are  viewed  and  treated  as  one  who  are  not  one^  but  wliolly 
distinct"  (p.  445). 

Now  if  the  doctrine  of  Edwards  is,  that  Adam  and  his  pos- 
terity are  viewed  by  God  as  one,  or  what  is  the  same  thing  in 
effect,  that  Adam  and  his  posterity  are  one^  when  in  truth 
ttey  are  not  one,  but  whoUy  distinct^  then  his  doctrine  does 
imply  falsehood,  and  a  contradiction  to  the  true  nature  of 
tilings. 

"But,"  says  Edwards,  "this  objection  is  founded  in  a  false 

h  j'pothesis  and  wrong  notion  of  what  we  call  sameness  or  one- 

xi.«ss  among  created  things ;  and  the  seeming  force  of  the  ob- 

I  action  arises  from  ignorance  or  inconsideration  of  the  degree 

which  created  identity  or  oneness  with  past  existence,  in 

meral,  depends  on  the  sovereign  constitution  and  law  of  the 

^^"ipreme  Author  and  disposer  of  the  universe." 

The  question  then  is,  what  is  this  wrong  notion  of  what  we 
e^U  sameness  or  oneness  among  created  things,  which  Ed- 
wards ascribes  to  his  opponents  ?  It  is  plainly,  w  hat  may  be 
called  the  common  idea  or  notion  of  oneness,  when  applied 
to  any  thing  or  being.  What  then  is  the  true  meaning  of  the 
language,  what  the  idea  or  notion  which  the  mind  forms  and 
expresses,  when  we  say  of  a  thing,  it  is  the  same  now  that  it  was 
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before  ?  Plainly  this,  that  wliat  it  was  and  was  not,  as  a  thin 
it  is  now  that  thing  and  not  another,  so  that  nothing  can  tm 
be  predicated  of  it  at  one  time  which  cannot  be  at  anothi 
except  difference  of  time.  If  therefore,  Adam  and  his  p< 
terity  are  one  thing  or  being,  and  if  identity  or  sameness  c 
be  truly  predicated  of  them  at  different  times,  then  of  that  o 
being  nothing  can  be  truly  predicated  at  one  time  of  its  exi 
ence,  considered  as  a  being  or  thing,  which  cannot  be  tn: 
predicated  of  it  at  another  time  of  its  existence,  except  diff« 
ence  of  time.  Now  we  know  that  Adam  existed  before  1 
posterity,  and  that  what  he  was  and  all  he  was  as  Adam,  as 
being  or  thing,  he  was  while  his  posterity  had  no  existenc 
and  that  of  course  as  a  being  or  thing,  and  in  all  that  he  ^ 
as  a  being  or  thing,  he  was  wholly  a  distinct  and  another  bei 
from  each  and  all  his  descendants. 

We  also  know  that  each  one  of  the  posterity  of  Adam  exist 
after  Adam  derived  existence  from  Adam  as  a  progenitor 
father,  and  what  each  was,  and  all  he  was  as  a  being,  he  m 
distinct  from  Adam,  and  not  the  same  being  but  another.   N( 
with  this  notion  of  identity  and  distinctness,  Adam  could  not 
his  posterity  nor  could  his  posterity  be  Adam.     Of  course 
say  that  Adam  and  his  posterity  are  one  irwral  heingy  is  a  cc 
tradiction  to  the  true  nature  of  things. 

But  says  Edwards,  "  Created  identity  or  oneness  with  pi 
existence,  in  general,  depends  in  degree  on  the  sovereign  c( 
stitution  of  the  Supreme  Author  and  Disposer  of  the  univerw 
But  how  is  this  ?     He  savs : 

"  Some  things  being  most  simply  considered  are  entirely  d 
tinct  and  very  diverse,  which  are  yet  so  united  by  the  esti 
lished  law  of  the  Creator  in  some  respects,  and  with  regard 
some  purposes  and  effects,  that  by  virtue  of  that  estdblishnu 
it  is  with  them  as  if  they  were  one."  This  is  very  guard 
and  very  equivocal  language,  when  the  question  is  about  t 
truth  and  reality  of  things.  Why  does  not  he  say  absolute 
as  the  case  required,  tliat  they  are  in  truth  one  and  the  sai 
thing  ?  Instead  of  this  he  says,  "  it  is  v>ith  them  as  if  they  Vk 
oneP  What  is  with  them  as  if  they  were  one?  Does  he  me 
that  we  conceive  of  them  and  speak  of  them  as  if  they  wc 
one  when  they  are  not  so  in  truth  ?  Then  while  he  predicat 
diversity  and  distinctness  of  them,  he  also  affirms  that  while  i 
falsely  conceive  them  to  be  one  they  are  in  truth  not  one. 
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But  iu  the  next  sentence  he  comes  to  the  point  in  an  exam- 
ple of  a  tree  a  hundred  years  old,  and  which  has  not  perhaps 
one  atom  of  matter  the  same.  He  says  directly,  that  "  tliis 
tree  is  one  plant  with  the  little  sprout  that  first  came  out  of  the 
ground."  Here  then,  with  what  he  calls  entire  distinctness  and 
diversity  in  things, — viz.,  of  tlie  present  compouent  atoms  of 
the  tree  from  the  atoms  which  composed  the  sprout  that  firct 
came  out  of  the  ground, — we  have  the  oneness  of  two,  viz.,  the 
tree  and  the  sprout,  unequivocally  asserted.  But  then,  as  if 
afraid  to  risk  his  own  assertion  in  this  unqualified  form,  he  re- 
treats, in  the  conclusion  of  his  sentence,  from  an  absolute  asser- 
tion of  oneness  to  the  conditional  proposition,  as  if  it  were  one! 
But  he  comes  back  in  the  next  sentence  to  this  form  of  state- 
ment, viz.,  that  it  has  been  the  pleasure  of  God  to  constitute  a 
union  in  these  respects  and  for  these  purposes,  naturally  lead- 
ing us  to  look  upon  all  as  one. 

He  gives  another  example  of  the  same  kind  in  the  body  of 
man  at  forty  years  of  age,  as  being  one  with  the  infant  body 
which  first  came  into  the  world,  from  whence  it  grew,  though 
now  constituted  of  different  substance,  and  tlie  greater  part  of 
the  substance  probably  changed  scores  if  not  hundreds  of  times, 
and  though  it  be  now  in  so  many  respects  exceeding  diverse^ 
&c.,  &c.,  yet  God  deals  with  it  as  one  hody.     He  gives  other 
examples  to  show  that  a  thing  which  when  most  simply  conmd- 
ered  is  entirely  distinct  and  very  diverse  from  another  thing, 
and  yet  is  by  divine  establishment  or  constitution,  as  he  says, 
as  if  it  were  one  and  the  same  thing,  or,  as  he  says,  is  one  and 
the  same  thing,  or  as  he  says,  is  treated  by  God  as  if  it  were 
one  and  the  same  thing.     Now  here  four  very  different  predi- 
cates are  made  of  the  thing  which  is  entirely  distinct  and  very 
diverse  from  another  thing,  viz. :  first,  that  it  is  with  them, 
tliat  is,  with  the  thing  whicli  is  entirely  distinct  from  another, 
and  that  other  from  which  it  is  so  entirely  distinct,  ^^  as  if  tliey 
one  /"  the  second,  that  they  are  naturally  looked  upon  by 
"  as  one  /"  and  third,  that  they  are  dealt  with  by  God  as  one; 
and  fourth,  that  they  are  one. 

Xet  us  look  at  these  different  predicates.    One  is,  that  in 

respect  to  two  things  which  are  entirely  distinct  and  very 

diverse,  ^^  Uis  vnth  them  as  if  they  were  one  thing.^^    This  is 

ceirtainly  true  in  many  cases.     We  conceive  of  the  supposed 

sprout  and  the  tree  a  hundred  years  old,  and  speak  of  them, 
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and  iu  many  respects  act  in  regard  to  them,  as  if  they  were  one 
and  the  same  thing,  and  in  these  respects  it  is  with  them  as  if 
they  were  one  and  the  same  thing,  though  in  the  truth  afySt 
reality  of  things^  most  simply  considered^  they  are  not  one  and 
the  same  thing.  This  is  a  case  in  which  our  conception  is  that 
involved  in  an  acquired  perception,  as  when  we  conceive  of 
the  rising  and  setting  of  the  sun,  and  involves  a  rash  and  false 
judgment  concerning  the  truth  of  things,  which  is  corrected  by 
our  reason,  or  a  true  knowledge  of  things  as  they  ai*e  in  truth 
and  reality.  The  language  we  use  in  the  case  is  the  language 
of  mere  appearance,  and  our  conduct  proceeds  on  a  false  con- 
ception and  judgment, ^as  it  does  in  a  thousand  cases,  in  which 
the  rash  and  false  judgment,  as  the  basis  of  our  conduct, 
answer  all  the  pui'poses  of  practical  life  as  well  as  the  true  con- 
ception and  judgment.  Now  what  does  this  amount  tot  Why 
simply  to  this  :  that  the  things  which  are  conceived  of  and 
spoken  of,  etc.,  as  one  and  the  same  thing  at  different  times,  are 
not  in  truth  one  and  the  same  thing  at  different  times,  but  veiy 
different  things,  and  that  we  in  so  regarding  them,  regard  that 
to  be  true  and  real  which  is  false,  and  involves  a  contradictioa 
to  the  true  nature  of  things.  I  ask  then,  is  this  the  oneness 
and  identity  of  Adam  and  his  posterity  intended  by  Edwards? 
If  so,  it  is  not  real, — it  is  a  oneness  and  identity  only  in  appear- 
ance, and  to  assert  a  oneness  and  identity  as  real  and  true  is  to 
assert  a  known  falsehood  ;  as  if  one  were  to  say,  in  view  of  the 
known  facts  in  the  case,  that  the  sprout  and  the  tree  a  hundred 
years  old  are  one  and  the  same  thing,  or  that  the  sun  rises  and 
sets.  Though  in  such  cases  the  mind  assents  to  the  truth  of 
the  false  proposition  without  reflection,  yet  the  moment  we 
reflect  on  our  actual  knowledge  we  necessarily  pronounce  tfie 
proposition  in  these  coBes  false. 

The  second  predicate  of  things  entirely  distinct  and  very 
diverse  is,  "  that  they  are  naturally  looked  upon  by  us  as  oneJ^ 
If  it  can  be  properly  said  that  it  is  natural  to  us  to  judge  rashly 
and  falsely  in  respect  to  certain  objects  of  perception,  as  we  in 
fact  do  to  a  great  extent,  as  when  we  predicate  sweetness  of 
sugar,  cold  of  ice,  &c.,  then  in  the  present  case  it  may  be  truly 
said,  "  that  the  things  so  entirely  distinct  are  naturally  looked 
upon  hy  us  as  one^  But  then,  natural  or  not  natural,  in  so 
looking  upon  them,  i.  e.,  in  so  conceiving  them,  we  conceive 
falsely.    ITiey  are  not,  and  we  know  that  they  are  not  one. 
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Tlie  third  predicate  of  things  entirely  distinct,  &c.,  is,  that 
they  are  treated  as  if  they  were  one  by  God.  Tliis  we  admit. 
But  then  to  say  that  they  are  treated  by  hira  as  if  they  were 
one,  is  to  concede  that  they  are  not  one.  And  the  question  it^, 
how  is  it  proper  or  fit  that  God  should  treat  a  human  body, 
which  we  know  is  not  the  same  that  existed  at  a  previous  time, 
as  if  it  were  the  same  ?  I  answer, — the  present  distinct  and 
different  body  is  connected  with  the  same  soul ;  tlie  object  of 
inflicting  evil  on  the  body  is  to  inflict  evil  on  the  sanu  houI 
which  committed  the  sin  for  which  it  is  inflicted,  and  this  is 
accomplished  by  producing  certain  effects  on  the  present  though 
diflferent  body,  as  truly  as  were  it  the  same  as  that  which  ex- 
isted in  connection  with  the  soul  when  the  sin  was  committed. 
The  fourth  predicate  is,  that  things  which  are  entirely  dis- 
tinct and  very  diverse  are  one.  This  we  deny  without  qualifi- 
cation, maintaining  that  there  is  no  sense  or  meaning  of  tlie 
language  in  which  it  can  be  true.  The  tree  a  hundred  years 
old  is  not  one  with  the  sprout  from  the  acorn  ;  the  body  of  a 
man  is  not  one  with  the  body  of  the  infant ;  and  so  of  every 
example  which  Edwards  gives  of  distinctness  and  divei^ity, 
and  also  of  oneness.  It  is  true,  and  this  is  all  that  is  true  in 
this  case,  we,  in  common  modes  of  conceiving  and  speaking  of 
these  things  which  we  know  on  due  reflection  to  be  entirely 
distinct  and  diverse,  conceive  falsely  and  speak  falsely ;  just  as 
when  we  say  the  water  runs,  the  kite  flies,  the  sun  rises  and 
sets,  sugar  is  sweet,  and  ice  is  cold.  Tlie  error  in  the  mind  of 
Edwards,  in  predicating  oneness  of  things  entirely  distinct  and 
diverse,  consists  in  assuming  that  the  language  which  men 
adopt  to  describe  appearances  merely  is  the  language  of  truth, 
or  rather,  that  the  conceptions  of  things  which  we  form  in  our 
rash  and  hasty  judgments  of  reality,  and  which  rest  on  mere 
appearances,  are  true  conceptions  of  reality — in  other  words, 
that  what  on  due  reflection  we  know  to  be  false,  is  also  true, 
and  known  to  be  true. 

Edwards,  Calvin,  and  others,  have  yet  another  mode  of  pre- 
senting the  subject  of  the  identity  of  Adam  and  his  posterity ; 
as  when  tliey  speak  of  God  as  having  formed  or  created  us^  c>r 
i\t  tpecteSj  or  human  nature^  when  he  created  Adam  and  Eve. 
Calvin,  B.  ii.  sees.  1-3,  and  other  places.  Edwards  when  he 
6peaks  of  the  sin  by  which  the  species  rebelled  (p.  437),  and  of 

i^vAu  as  made  ujpright,  meaning,  as  he  says,  the  species  which 
12  so 
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God  at  first  made  upright.    Now  this  must  mean  one  of  these 
two  things :  either  that  God,  when  he  created  Adam  and  Eve, 
created  them  upright,  and  in  so  doing  created  that  kind  or  sort 
of  a  being  whom  we  call  man^  upright ;  or  it  must  mean  that 
when  he  created  Adam  and  Eve,  he  created  the  individuals 
who  constitute  the  human  species,  and  so  created  the  species, 
all  men,  upright.     In  the  first  meaning  all  that  is  said  is,  that 
the  two  individuals  of  a  species  were  created  upright,  without 
intending  to  predicate  the  same  fact  in  any  sense  or  in  any 
respect  of  the  posterity  of  the  two  individualB.     Was  this  then 
their  meaning?    Plainly  not.    The  mere  assertion  of  such  a 
fact  simply  respecting  Adam  and  Eve,  was  not  at  all  to  the 
purpose  of  these  writers.    The  object  of  asserting  that  the  spe- 
cies (that  man,  &c.)  was  created  upright,  was  to  assert  a  fact 
which  should  clear  God  from  the  charge  of  creating  the  de- 
scendants of  the  first  pair  sinners^  and  so  being  the  author  (^ 
sin;  a  fact  which  would  bear  them  out  in  saying  that  "God 
formed  t^  in  his  own  image "  (Gal v.,  pp.  258, 260,  266,  et.  al.)] 
that  the  sin  of  one  was   common  to  all  (p.  263);  that  our 
nature,  when  spoken  of  as  corrupt,  is  not  characterized  (u  ere^ 
ated  by  God  (p.  265) ;  that  this  corruption  is  not  the  work  of 
God,   but  the   consequence   of  oub  degenerating  from 
primitive  condition  ;  that  man  was  favored  with  rectitude  b 
the  divine  goodness  (p.  269) ;  that  it  is  a  depravity  which 
not  originate  from  nature,  but  an  adventitious  quality  or  acci 
dent,  and  not  a  substantial  property  originally  innate  (p.  270)  ^ 
that  it  was  the  same  sin  in  number  and  in  kind  as  committ 
by  Adam  and  his  posterity ;  that  it  is  not  a  guilt  addition 
to  that  of  the  first  apostasy,  but  identical  with  it — the  sin  by^ 
which  the  species  rebelled;  that  moral  dispositions  must 
concreated  with  human  nature,  though  Gk>d  did  not  oreate 
sinful  disposition,  (fee,  &c.  (vide  Edwards).    Now  to  what  pup- — - 
pose  does  Edwards  say  these  things,  "  the  sin  by  which  the  spe- 
cies rebelled,  if  the  act  of  rebellion  was  only  that  of  Adam 
and  Eve,  as  human  beings,  and  in  no  respect  that  of  their  pos- 
terity?"   To  what  purpose  that  the  sin  of  the  first  apostafff 
became  the  sin  of  the  posterity,  their  sin,  in  reality  and  propri- 
ety, by  virtue  of  a  union^  &c. ;  that  this  sin  is  not  theirs  merely 
because  God  imputes  it  to  them,  but  is  tndy  B,nd  properly  theirs, 
and  on  that  ground  God  imputes  it  to  them  t 
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VII.— TOTAL   DEPRAVITY  BY  NATURE. 

PlaB  of  ditooMion.— INfferent  theories  explained.— <1.)  Imputed  sin.— (3.)  Putative  lun.— 
(&)  Wut  of  original  righteoasiieM.— <4)  Divine  efRdeney.— (5.)  Physical  depravity:  argn- 
ments  afaiost  this.— (a.)  Does  not  explain  the  &ct— (&.)  Is  self-contradictory.— (c)  Disproved 
bj  the  proof  allegied  in  ita  snpport— <<2.)  Hakes  God  the  author  of  sia— (a.)  Inconsistent  with 
■eknowledfed  truths.— </)  Not  taught  in  the  Scriptures.  Gen.  v.  8;  Joh  xiv.;  xv.  14; 
Pa.lL  6;  WiiUS;  John  UL  t. 

The  present  inquiry  assumes  the  fact  of  the  total  depravity 
of  all  men,  and  respects  simply  the  ground  or  reason  of 
the  fact. 

Those  who  have  maintained  the  general  doctrine  of  de- 
pravity Jy  nature^  have  understood  the  phrase  by  nature  in 
different  senses,  and  thus  have  ascribed  the  fact  to  different 
specific  causes,  or  have  adopted  different  specific  theories  to 
account  for  the  fact 

My  design  is — 

L  To  refute  some  of  these  theories ;  and, 

IL  To  state  and  defend  what  I  regard  as  the  true  account  o\ 
the  universal  sinfulness  of  mankind. 

L  To  refute  some  of  these  theories. 

1.  The  theory  or  doctrine  of  imputed  sin.  This  doctrine  I 
have  already  described.  I  propose  to  consider  it  in  another 
place,  viz.,  when  I  come  to  inquire  into  the  connection  between 
Adam's  sin  and  that  of  his  posterity. 

2.  The  theory  of  putative  sin.  This  theory  maintains  that 
men  are  bom  depraved,  without  ill-desert,  and  are  neverthe- 
less justly  liable  to  punishment  on  account  of  Adam's  sin.  A 
theory  which  maintains  an  mnocetU  depramty^  sinless  sin^ 
gvUUess  guilt  /  a  just  liability  to  punishment  without  ill-desert 
deserves  no  further  consideration.  (Vide  Storr's  Biblical  Rep- 
ertory.) 

3.  The  theory  which  represents  the  depravity  of  man  as  con- 
sisting in  the  want  of  righteousness,  and  this  to  be  sinful  or  iU- 
deserving.  We  have  already  exposed  the  unsoundness  of  this 
theory,  by  showing  that  the  want  of  righteousness  is  nothing. 
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and  that  sin  can  be  predicated  only  of  positive  mental  exerc 
or  action. 

4.  Tlie  theory  of  direct  divine  efficiency.  This  theory  a 
cerning  the  origin  of  human  volitions,  considered  as  a  ph\ 
sophical  theory,  I  have  already  examined,  and  have  attempt 
to  show  that  it  is  both  nnphilosophical  and  contrary  to  the  < 
cisions  of  common  sense.  If  this  be  so,  and  if  the  langui 
of  the  Scriptures  which  is  supposed  to  teach  this  theory 
doctrine  will  bear  any  other  meaning,  then  this  is  not  its  ti 
one ;  since  we  must  not  do  violence  to  both  common  sense  a 
sound  philosophy,  by  giving  to  the  language  of  the  Scriptu 
a  meaning  which  both  forbid. 

According  to  this  principle  I  remai'k,  that  the  language 
the  Scriptures  which  is  supposed  to  support  this  theory,  d« 
not  support  it ;  for  it  will  bear  another  meaning,  and  the 
fore  requires  it.  Tlie  language  of  the  Scriptures  is  the  1 
guage  of  common  use,  and  is  to  be  interpreted  as  such.  I 
nothing  is  more  common  in  all  languages,  especially  that 
the  Bible,  than  to  ascribe  to  one  that  which  he  does,  not  by 
own  direct  efficiency,  but  by  the  direct  agency  of  anoth 
Qiiodfacitper  alium^facitper  ae,  Solomon  built  the  temp 
but  not  by  his  own  direct  agency.  God  is  said  to  have  gi* 
the  law  on  Mount  Sinai,  but  Stephen  says  (Acts  vii.)  that 
was  given  by  the  ministry  of  angels.  In  2  Samuel  xxiv. 
we  are  told  that  God  moved  David  to  number  Israel ;  but 
1  Chron.  xxi.  1,  the  same  thing  is  ascribed  to  Satan.*  Simi 
instances  might  be  cited.  These  are  enough  to  show  that  1 
mere  form  of  expression  decides  nothing  on  the  point  befi 
us,  and  that  we  are  left  to  the  decisions  of  common  sense  8 
sound  reason.  If  these  decide  against  the  doctrine  of  the  p 
duction  of  sin  by  direct  divine  efficiency,  and  we  have  she 
tliat  they  do,  the  point  is  settled.  The  language  of  the  Bil 
does  not  teach  this  doctrine. 

Tliat  God,  as  providential  Governor,  purposes  all  sin,  a 
that  this  is  consistent  witli  his  moral  perfection  and  the  f 
agency  of  man,  we  have  already  shown.  Such  being  1 
providential  purposes  of  God,  it  is  in  perfect  accordance  w 
tlie  usage  of  language,  hi  similar  cases,  to  ascribe  the  event 


o  In  respect  to  the  point  at  iBsue,  vide  Eph.  U.  2.     The  spirit  that  i 
workdh  in  the  children  of  disobedience  (i»  fyy^)* 
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sin  to  God ;  and  this,  while  the  form  of  the  phraseology  is  not 
designed  to  ascribe,  and  the  nature  of  the  subject  forbids  us  to 
ascribe  it  to  him  in  any  respect  which  is  dishonorable,  and 
still  less  the  least  direct  efficiency  in  the  production  of  sin ; 
nay,  even  while  in  other  instances,  and  for  other  purposes,  it 
also  perfectly  accords  with  usage  to  deny  in  terras  equally  ab- 
solute, that  God  purposes  sin  rather  than  holiness  in  its  stead. 
(Ezek.  xviii.)  As  the  foundation  for  submission,  confidence, 
and  joy  under  the  government  of  God,  it  were  immeasurably 
desirable  that  the  providential  purposes  of  God  should  be 
known  to  extend,  in  some  respect,  to  all  actual  events.  To 
exhibit  for  these  useful  practical  purposes  this  truth,  is  the 
obvious  design  of  those  scriptural  declarations  which  we  are 
now  considering.  At  the  same  time  when  this  truth  is  per- 
verted, or  rather  to  prevent  its  perversion,  it  is  in  other  instan- 
ces, BO  far  as  the  mei^e  phraseology  is  concerned,  though  not 
really, absolutely  denied.  Nor  is  such  a  use  of  language  either 
unusual  among  men  in  like  cases,  nor  in  any  respect  unjusti- 
fiable or  to  be  wondered  at.  The  known  nature  of  the  whole 
subject,  what  God  is  and  what  he  is  not,  as  a  providential  and 
moral  Governor,  what  holiness  and  sin  are,  what  men  are  as 
free  moral  agents,  together  with  common  sense  and  common 
honesty,  are  sufficient  to  prevent  a  false  interpretation  of  the 
language  in  either  case ;  to  prevent,  on  the  one  hand,  the  de- 
nial of  God's  providential  government  as  the  basis  of  confi- 
dence and  joy  under  all  the  evils  of  life ;  and  on  the  other,  such 
views  of  the  Trwde  of  its  execution  as  are  palpably  inconsistent 
with  the  perfection  of  his  Moral  Government  over  free  and 
accountable  agents.  Lomguage^  words^  are  nothing ;  they  may 
be,  according  even  to  the  best  usage,  contradictory  in  the  most 
palpable  form,  provided  the  meaning  be  plain  and  consistent. 
It  may  be  said,  that  according  to  some  of  the  principles  now 
adopted,  the  doctrine  of  divine  influence  in  the  production  of 
holiness  must  be  rejected.  This  I  readily  concede,  provided 
there  are  no  peculiar  reasons  for  receiving  it,  which  do  not 
exist  for  receiving  the  theory  under  consideration.  That  there 
may  be  such  reasons  is  apparent,  since  in  the  first  place  the 
nature  of  holiness  and  sin  are  so  essentially  diflFerent,  that  God 
may  do  that  consistently  with  his  moral  perfection,  to  render 
holiness  certain,  which  he  cannot  do  to  render  sin  certain.  If 
we  suppose  God  to  have  established  that  general  form  of  Moral 
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Government  over  men,  which,  as  applicable  to  the  whole  race 
is  best  fitted  to  the  ends  of  infinite  wisdom  and  gooduesSy  w 
may  still  suppose  such  occasional  changes  in  it,  even  by  mirac 
ulous  interposition,  as  shall  render  holiness  certain  when  sin 
had  otherwise  existed,  without  any  impeachment  of  the  divine 
character.  But  to  suppose  God  thus  to  interpose  to  render  sin 
certain  when  holiness  had  otherwise  existed^  is  to  impute  to 
him  the  character  of  a  tempter  to  sin,  or  of  the  author  of  sin, 
in  a  manner  highly  dishonorable,  and  even  criminaL  In  the 
second  place,  the  mode  of  divine  influence  in  the  production  o; 
holiness  may  be  very  diverse  from  tJuii  which  the  present 
theory  asserts  respecting  the  production  of  sin.  Thu  renders 
sin  necessary  by  a  physical  necessity,  and  destroys  therefore  its 
nature.  That  may  secure  the  existence  of  holiness  in  men  in 
perfect  consistency  with  the  nature  of  holiness.  If  it  be  said 
that  God  can  also  produce  sin  in  tlie  same  mode  of  agency  now 
supposed,  I  answer,  that  this  is  to  abandon  the  theory  of  e£S- 
ciency  now  under  consideration.  Besides,  to  suppose  a  divine 
interposition  to  produce  sin,  like  that  which  is  now  supposed  in 
the  production  of  holiness,  implies  that  otherwise  there  had 
been  holiness,  and  holiness  in  the  circumstances  in  which  QkA 
required  it, — a  supposition  which  is  liable  to  the  objecticMi  that 
it  makes  God  a  tempter  to  sin,  or  a  blameworthy  author  of  it 
If  it  be  asked  here,  whether  there  is  no  ctmcewaUe  mode  in 
which  di\nne  influence  may  render  the  existence  of  sin  certain, 
consistently  with  the  moral  perfection  of  God  and  the  account- 
able agency  of  man,  I  answer,  that  I  know  not  but  there  may 
be.  To  suppose  such  an  influence,  which  in  the  mode  of  it 
should  be  a  part  of  the  established  system  of  things,  and 
which  man  as  a  moral  agent  under  the  motives  to  holiness  has 
power  to  resist,  may,  for  aught  I  know,  be  as  consistent  with 
God's  perfection  and  man's  free  agency, as  an  influence  which, 
though  resulting  from  motives  or  constitutional  propensities 
merely,  renders  sin  certain.  But  to  suppose  such  an  influence 
is  not  only  wholly  gratuitous  in  regard  to  evidence,  but  is  use- 
less for  every  purpose  of  doctrinal  consistency,  and  so  perplex- 
ing, so  dijfficult  of  exj)lanation,  and  so  remote  from  the  ordi- 
nary notions  of  the  human  mind,  that  we  may  safely  say  that 
it  cannot  be  found  in  the  Bible ;  that  it  ought  never  to  be 
introduced  into  popular  instruction,  or  to  become  in  any  in- 
stance an  article  of  faith.     But,  in  the  third  place,  there  may 
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be  a  peculiar  phraseology  adopted  by  the  sacred  writers  respect- 
ing the  agency  of  God  in  the  production  of  holiness,  which  shall 
oblige  ns  to  ascribe  holiness,  though  we  do  not  ascribe  sin,  to 
such  agency.  What  is  true  in  this  respect  we  shall  have  occa- 
sion to  inquire  hereafter. 

5.  The  theory  of  physical  depravity. 

This  theory,  according  to  our  preceding  remarks,  has  not 
been  adopted  to  any  such  extent  by  standard  Orthodox  writers 
as  to  entitle  it  to  special  consideration.  So  many  however 
among  the  Orthodox  have  adopted  it,  and  even  strenuously 
contended  that  it  is  the  only  rational  and  scriptural  account  ol 
human  sinfulness,  that  it  deserves  some  attention. 

The  theory  is,  that  God  creates  man  with  a  physical  or  con- 
etitutional  property  or  attribute  of  the  soul,  which  consists  in  a 
propensity,  taste,  relish,  or  disposition  to  sin,  and  which  is  in 
itself  sinful,  and  the  cause  of  all  sin.    (Tide  Woods'  Essay.) 

We  have  already  had  occasion  so  far  to  consider  this  theory 
as  to  show  that  sin  is  not  predicable  of  any  physical  or  consti- 
tutional property  of  the  soul.  It  may  be  well  however  to 
examine  it  still  further,  as  a  theory  designed  to  account  for 
human  sinfulness.  Considered  as  a  theory,  it  is  in  my  own 
view  liable  to  the  following  objections: 

First — It  gives  no  account  of  what  it  professes  to  account  for. 
The  object  of  the  theory  is  to  account  for  sin.  But  how  is  this 
done  by  tracing  all  sin  to  a  previous  sin  ?  If  this  constitutional 
propensity,  taste,  relish,  or  disposition  is  itself  sin,  how  is  it  the 
cause  of  all  sin  ?  This  plainly  cannot  be,  unless  this  sin  be  the 
cause  of  itself,  which  is  absurd.  Nor  is  this  all.  According  to 
strict  truth  all  sin  consists  in  a  sinful  disposition.  Neither  ex- 
ternal specific  acts,  nor  the  specific  volitions  to  perform  them, 
have  any  moral  quality,  viewed  abstractly  from  the  disposition 
which  prompts  them.  The  inquiry  therefore,  whence  is  sin^ 
can  have  no  real  and  proper  meaning  unless  it  include  the  sin- 
ful disposition  itself.  The  present  theory  then,  teaches  that 
all  sin  is  the  cause  of  all  sin,  and  therefore  gives  no  rational 
account  of  any  sin.  Besides,  every  theory  which  professes  to 
account  for  sin  must  either  involve  the  palpable  absurdity  of 
making  sin  the  cause  of  all  sin,  or  give  no  account  of  the  cause 
of  ail  sin,  or  trace  it  to  some  cause  which  is  not  sin.  The 
present  theory  therefore,  view  it  in  what  light  you  will,  leaves 
the  inquiry,  whence  comes  sin  or  depravity  in  man,  just  where 
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it  finds  it.  The  only  import  which  the  language  nsed  can 
have  is,  that  all  sin  except  the  sinful  disposition  is  to  be  traced 
to  the  sinful  disposition.  But  all  sin  consists  in  tlio  sinful  dis- 
position itself.  But  how  can  this  be,  except  all  sin  be  traced 
to  all  sin  ?  But  to  the  main  question,  or  rather  to  tlie  only 
real  and  proper  question,  viz.,  whence  comes  this  sinful  dispo- 
sition  f  it  does  not  even  in  pretense  give  an  answer. 

Secondly — ^Tliis  theory  asserts  what  is  self-contradictory  and 
absurd,  and  therefore  impossible  in  the  nature  of  things,  ami 
this  in  two  respects.  It  asserts  that  a  created  property  of  thfe 
soul  is  sinful ;  and  also  that  this  created  property  is  a  propen- 
sity to  sin,  meaning  by  the  latter,  that  sin  as  such  is  the  object; 
of  the  propensity  ;  the  absurdity  and  impossibility  of  both  w& 
have  already  sufficiently  shown. 

Thirdly — ^The  only  argument  alleged  in  support  of  this  theory 
proves  it  to  be  false.  This  argument  is  relied  on  with  so  inucli 
confidence  that  it  claims  a  careful  consideration.  It  consists- 
in  appeal  to  the  decisions  of  the  common  sense  of  mankind  in 
all  nations  and  ages,  and  of  the  Scriptures  also,  by  which  it  i^ 
claimed  that  all  actions,  whether  virtuous  or  vicious,  are  to  be 
traced  to  an  antecedent  disposition,  temper,  or  affection  of  the 
mind,  which  is  before  action  as  a  tree  is  before  the  fruit,  and  a& 
a  fountain  is  before  the  stream.*  To  the  truth  of  this  proposi- 
tion I  most  unhesitatingly  and  unequivocally  subscribe.  Eea- 
son,  common  sense,  and  the  word  of  God  fully  support  it 
But  then  the  question  is,  what  is  the  import  of  the  proposition, 
as  one  sanctioned  by  common  sense  and  the  Scriptures  ?  Pai*- 
ticularly,  what  is  meant  by  all  actions  t  This  term  is  in  com- 
mon use  applied  to  what  we  have  had  occasion  to  denominate 
subordinate  actions,  whether  mental  or  external,  and  if  we  ask 
for  facts  which  evince  the  truth  of  the  proposition  before  us, 
we  are  and  must  be  exclusively  referred  to  those  instances  in 
which  the  actions  that  proceed  from  the  disposition  are  subor- 
dinate. For  example,  we  are  told  that  acts  of  fraud  and  lying, 
of  theft  and  murder,  which  are  perpetrated  for  the  attainment 
of  money  are  to  be  traced  to  an  avaricious  disposition  j  the 
acts  of  the  hero  and  conqueror  to  an  a^nbitiaus  disposition^  and 
the  acts  of  men,  the  object  of  which  is  to  obtain  worldly  good, 
to  a  worldly  disposition.    Now  these  are  the  facts,  and  in  kind 


•  Vide  Edwards  on  Original  Sin,  p.  269,  agj.  ;  compare  p.  166. 
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he  only  facts  that  can  be  appealed  to  in  support  of  the  propo- 
ition  before  us.  They  sliow  beyond  all  question  that  the 
erions  which  proceed  from  the  disposition  are  of  tliat  class 
rhich  we  call  specific  acts  ;  and  also,  tliat  the  disposition,  tem- 
er,  or  affection  of  mind  is  itself  an  act  of  preference.  For 
'hat  is  an  avaricious  disposition  but  a  preference  of  money ; 
ad  what  is  an  ambitious  disposition  but  a  preference  of  fame 
p  honor ;  and  what  a  worldly  disposition  but  a  preference  of 
orldly  good?  I  ask  for  an  instance, in  which,  according  to 
[>pular  use,  the  word  disposition^  temper^  affection  of  mind^  or 
ly  synonymous  term,  is  used  to  denote  that  which  is  moral, 
id  as  the  cause  or  source  of  moral  actions,  and  in  which  it 
-yes  not  denote  a  mental  preference  ?  No  such  instance  can 
B  adduced.  Of  coui-se  the  very  argument,  or  rather  the  facts 
ppealed  to  in  the  argument  for  the  theory  under  consideration, 
rertlirow  this  theory.  They  show  that  the  disposition^  tern- 
?r,  affection  of  rnind^  call  it  what  you  will,  which  is  univer- 
illy  acknowledged  to  be  antecedent  to  actions,  and  which  is 
self  moral,  and  determines  also  the  moral  quality  of  actions, 

itself  a  viental  preference.  It  is  then  a  mental  act, — as  really 
a  act  of  the  agent  as  are  the  acts  which  it  dictates.  It  is 
lerefore  not  a  constitutional  property  of  the  soul.  The  theory 
hich  maintains  that  it  is  such  is  therefore  false,  and  is  deci- 
vely  shown  to  be  so  by  the  very  argument  and  the  only  argu- 
lent  which  is  alleged  in  its  support. 

The  argument  derived  from  the  Scriptures  on  this  point  is 
ibstantially  the  same  as  that  now  considered.  It  is  founded 
I  those  texts  which  trace  specific  actions  to  the  heart ;  such  as 
lese  :  "  Out  of  the  heart  proceed  evil  thoughts,  murdei-s,  adul- 
iries,  fornications,  thefts,  false-witness,  blasphemies"  (Matt. 
V.  19).  "  A  good  man  out  of  the  good  treasure,"  &c.  I  ask 
len,  what  do  the  Scriptures  mean  when  they  speak  of  the 
eart  in  such  a  connection  ?  What  does  such  language  mean 
I  common  usage  ?  What  but  the  governing  purpose  or  affec- 
on  of  the  man  ;  that  supreme  regard  for  some  object  or  end 
s  his  chief  good  which  controls  and  dictates  the  whole  course 
f  specific  moral  action.  What  is  a  proud  heart,  or  an  avari- 
ious  heart,  or  a  worldly  heart,  but  a  heart  whose  supreme  af- 
action  is  fixed  on  the  objects  specified  by  the  epithet  connected 
rith  it,  i.  e.,  on  reputation,  on  wealth,  on  the  world?  But  the 
upreme  love  of  an  object  is  a  preference  for  that  object  to  all 
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others.  It  is  of  course  an  act  of  a  voluntary  agent;  and 
therefore  is  not  and  cannot  be  a  constitutional  property  of  that 
agent.  While  therefore  the  Scriptures  and  common  sense 
concur,  the  world  over,  in  tracing  all  subordinate  actions  to 
the  heart,  to  the  disposition^  &c.,  there  is  nothing  like  evidence 
to  the  point,  that  this  thing  called  heart,  disposition,  &c.,  is  a 
constitutional  property  of  the  soul.  On  the  contrary,  the  mean- 
ing of  the  language  in  every  such  case,  and  therefore  the  fad' 
is,  that  there  is  a  mental  preference,  a  real  choice,  an  act  ot 
the  voluntary  agent,  in  which  some  one  object  or  end  is  pre- 
ferred to  every  other.  Tlie  Scriptures  and  common  sense  then 
concur  in  the  decision,  that  the  theory  of  physical  depravity  is 
false. 

Fourthly — ^Tliis  theory  exhibits  God  as  the  author  of  sin  in  a 
manner  most  dishonorable  to  himself  and  revolting  to  the  hu- 
man mind.  The  mode  in  which  it  represents  him  as  producing 
sin  in  his  creatures  is  not  that  of  temptation  (which,  whatever 
may  be  the  guilt  of  the  tempter,  does  not  of  course  exonerate 
the  sinner  from  blame),  but  it  is  by  a  creative  act.  Of  course 
it  excludes  wholly  and  absolutely  all  agency  and  action  on  the 
part  of  the  sinner — every  thing  of  the  nature  of  co-operation 
and  concurrence ;  and  he  becomes  a  subject  of  sin,  as  the  mere 
passive  recipient  of  it,  by  the  act  of  his  Maker.  Such  a  mode 
of  production  implies  also,  on  the  part  of  him  that  produces 
the  sin,  an  unqualified  preference  of  the  sin  produced  to  holi- 
ness in  its  stead.  And  what  a  view  of  God  is  this !  Allowing 
that  sin,  guilt,  really  pertains  to  the  created  property  of  the 
soul,  to  what  agent  does  the  guilt  of  it  belong?  That  the 
question  may  be  truly  answered,  I  ask,  who  designed  it, — who 
produced  it  ?  Not  man,  but  his  Maker.  Why  ?  From  a  di- 
rect and  unqualified  preference  of  sin.  How?  Not  in  a  man- 
ner that  involves  the  least  particle  of  responsibility  on  the  part 
of  the  creature,  since  he  has  no  more  power  to  avoid  sin  than 
to  avoid  existence.  No  demon  can  be  conceived  to  be  so  ex- 
clusively and  so  criminally  the  author  of  sin  in  others  as  God 
is  represented  to  be  by  this  theory.  The  force  of  this  argu- 
ment is  derived  from  the  alleged  mode  of  God's  producing  sin, 
viz.,  that  it  is  a  mode  which  necessarily  involves  on  his  part  a 
preference  of  sin  to  holiness^  all  things  considered.  We  have  al- 
ready seen  that  he  may  decree  sin  without  tliis  dishonorable  pref- 
erence of  sin  to  holiness.     Not  so,  if  he  creates  or  propagates  it 
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Fifthly — ^This  theory  is  inconsistent  with  many  acknowledged 
tmths. 

1.  It  is  inconsistent  with  natnral  ability,  and  of  course  with 
liaman  responsibility — ^no  natural  ability  to  act  right. 

2.  It  is  inconsistent  with  moral  inability,  for  this  implies 
natural  ability. 

8.  It  is  inconsistent  with  total  depravity.  There  cannot  be 
total  depravity  without  accountability. 

4.  It  is  inconsistent  with  the  principle,  that  the  will  is  as 
the  greatest  apparent  good.  No  good  in  sin  per  se,  or  as 
distinguished  from  ndtural  good,  and  of  course  no  apparent 
good. 

5.  It  makes  sin  good  in  itself,  and  the  only  real  good  to  man 
as  a  moral  being. 

6.  It  is  inconsistent  with  facts— e.  g.,  the  first  sin  of  Adam. 

7.  It  is  inconsistent  with  law.  God  should  prohibit  the  pro- 
pensity. 

8.  Motives,  the  terms  of  salvation,  &c.,  are  a  mockery. 

9.  It  is  inconsistent  with  the  necessity  of  Regeneration  by 
the  Holy  Spirit,  the  only  change  necessary  being  not  a  moral, 
l)ut  a  constitutional  change. 

10.  It  involves  the  Arminian  dogma  of  grace  to  make  man  a 
moral  agent. 

11.  It  supports  the  Arminian  doctrine  of  the  self-determin 
ing  power  of  the  will ;  the  object  of  the  propensity  being  a  sin 
fill  volition  or  choice,  we  cannot  choose  to  gratify  this  pro 
pensity  but  by  choosing  a  sinful  choice. 

12.  To  sin  must  be  the  chief  end  of  man.  (Vide  "  Christian 
Spectator,"  1832,  p.  456.) 

Lastly — ^The  passages  of  Scripture  which  are  supposed  to 
teach  this  doctrine  do  not  teach  it.  Before  I  proceed  to  ex- 
amine them,  I  would  state  a  principle  of  interpretation  which 
is  applicable  to  all,  and  which  I  shall  have  occasion  to  apply 
in  the  argument,  viz.,  that  the  language  wiU  hear  another  mean- 
ing  than  that  which  asserts  the  doct^^me  of  physical  depravity^ 
and  that  thisfaet^  in  connection  with  the  absurdity  of  the  doc- 
tinne  and  the  law  of  usage^^  is  decisive  thai  they  require  another 
meaning.  By  applying  this  principle  to  this  class  of  texts,  I 
would  not  intimate,  that  if  we  allow  the  doctrine  of  physical 
depravity  not  to  be  an  absurdity,  that  the  texts  alleged  would 
support  it.     On  the  contrary,  I  shall  attempt  to  show  that  if  it 
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be  admitted  that  the  doctrine  is  free  from  all  absurdity,  theV" 
furnish  it  no  sui)port. 

I  now  proceed  to  examine  these  texts. 

Gen.  V.  3 :  ''  And  Adam  begat  a  son  in  his  own  likencs».^ 
after  his  image."     It  is  wholly  gratuitous  to  assert,  that  "  like — 
ness"  or  *'  image"  in  this  text  denotes  a  resemblance  or  same — 
ness  in  moral  character,  for  it  may  bo  that  of  constitutional 
properties  as  distinguished  from  moral  character.     Nor  would, 
it  be  a  mark  of  weakness  in  the  historian,  as  some  pretend,  tc^ 
tell  lis  that  man  who  was  at  first  created  in  this  respect,  lik^ 
his  Creator,  begat  a  son  like  himself.   It  has  been  often  said,  tha^ 
we  cannot  suppose  Moses  to  utter  so  trivial  a  fact  as  that  Adana. 
begat  a  son,  who  was,  in  kindj  tlie  same  being,  &c.     But  thi^ 
is  contrary  to  fact  in  other  cases.     (Vide  Gen.  i.  24-,  &c.)     Th(3 
writer  did  think  it  important  to  tell  us,  that  like  produced  lik(3 
in  other  things.     Nor  is  the  statement  of  this  universal  law 
trivial.     Let  the  objector  read  Gen.  ix.  0,  1  Gor.  xi.  7,  Jame^ 
iii.  9,  and  Acts  xvii.  28,  and  then  say  whether  it  be  a  mai*k  ot* 
weakness  to  utter  the  truth,  that  man  has  a  nature  that  likens 
him  to  God.    Vide  Doederlein  :  "Gen.  v.  1-3,  teaches  that  maa 
who  bore  the  likeness  of  the  Divinitj',  begat  a  son  like  him- 
self, exalted  by  the  same  endowments  and  privileges''  (vol.  L 
p.  578).     According  to  the  principle  stated  then,  this  text  re- 
quires another  meaning  than  that  now  opposed.    For  the  third 
vei'se  asserts  that  Adam  begat  a  son  "  in  his  own  likeness,"  i.  e, 
(ver.  1)  in  the  likeness  of  God.    Again,  if  we  admit  likeness  in 
moral  character  to  be  intended,  tlie  text  teaches  nothing  like 
tlie  doctrine  of  physical  depravity.     It  does  not  decide  in  what 
the  moral  character  consisted,  what  was  the  proximate  cause 
of  it,  nor  when  it  commenced.     Nor,  if  it  be  conceded  that  it 
decides  that  it  commenced  at  Inrth,  does  it  affirm  that  it  con- 
sisted in  physical  depravity,  ratlier  than  in  voluntary  action. 
If  we  are  obliged  to  suppose  one  or  the  other,  the  latter  is  by 
far  the  most  rational.     But  to  say  that  a  father  begat  a  son 
who,  in  moral  character,  was  like  himself,  is  not  saying  that 
which  obliges  us  to  discard  both  reason  and  common  sense  in 
order  that  we  may  understand  what  is  said.    Accordingly,  such 
men  as  Calvin,  Edwards,  &c.,  who  held  that  we  are  bom  sin- 
ners, believed  that  we  become  sinners  by  sinning  in  Adam, 
being  one  with  him ;  nothing  being  more  remote  from  their 
thoughts  than  created  sin. 
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Job  xiv.  4  and  xv.  14 :  "  Who  can  bring  a  clean  thing  out 
3f  an  unclean  ?  Not  one."  "  What  is  man  that  he  should  be 
:;lean,  or  he  which  is  born  of  a  woman,  that  he  should  be 
righteous?"  The  interpretation  given  by  Morus  of  the  former 
y(  these  texts  is,  "  Who  can  make  that  holy,  wliich  is  so  plainly 
anholy  ?"  But  conceding  that  these  texts  assert,  as.  we  will 
idmit  the  last  clause  of  the  latter  does,  the  moral  iinpossi- 
[)ility  that  sinful  parents  should  have  any  but  sinful  offspring, 
ihat  is,  that  they  certainly  will  be  sinners,  still  this  amounts 
merely  to  the  fact  that  all  who  are  born  into  the  world  become 
iinners ;  and  neither  fixes  the  time  nor  the  jnannet^  in  which 
they  become  so.  The  import  of  these  passages  is  therefore 
Ftdly  exhausted,  without  supposing  them  to  teach  the  doctrine 
of  physical  depravity. 

Ps.  li.  5 :  "  Behold,  I  was  shapen  in  iniquity,  and  in  sin  did 
my  mother  conceive  me."  David  here  uses  figurative  phrase- 
ology. If  the  language  be  literally  interpreted,  it  is  rather  an 
imputation  of  sin  to  his  mother  than  a  confession  of  his  own, 
and  contradicts  all  those  texts  which  teach  that  sin  begins  at 
birth.  Besides,  if  sin  consist  in  acting  or  doing,  then  the  lan- 
guage cannot  be  literally  interpreted  without  contradicting  the 
apostle,  who  decides  that  children,  before  they  are  born,  do 
neither  good  nor  evil  (Rom.  ix.  11).  Or  rather,  interpreting 
this  declaration  of  the  apostle  correctly,  it  is  an  unqualified 
denial  that  children  before  birth  are  the  subjects  of  sin  at  all, 
since  otherwise  his  reasoning  in  this  instance  amounts  to  noth- 
ing. We  are  then  obliged  to  consider  the  language  of  the 
Psalmist  as  figurative,  and  either  to  exclude  wholly  tlie  notion 
of  sin  prior  to  birth,  or  else  deny  the  principle  laid  down  by 
the  apostle.  For,  if  there  is  another  kind  of  sin  than  doing 
evil^  then  he  reasons  inconclusively,  and  contradicts  himself, 
according  to  the  common  interpretation  of  Rom.  v.  12.  Ob- 
viously then,  the  Psalmist  here  uses  figurative  phraseology,  in 
which  he  confesses  that  he  had  sinned  from  a  very  early  period 
of  life,  as  it  were  from  the  very  beginning.  (Vide  Morus, 
vol.  i.  p.  448.) 

Conceding  however  that  the  passage  does,  in  violation  of 
every  dictate  of  sound  reason  and  common  sense,  assert  the 
existence  of  sin  before  birth,  still  it  does  not  decide  in  what 
the  sin  consisted,  but  leaves  us  with  what  of  reason  and  com- 
mon sense  may  remain,  to  decide  whether  it  consisted  in  phys- 
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ical  depravity,  or  in  voluntary  action ;  and  this,  if  indeed  it 
must  consist  in  one  or  the  other,  with  a  strong  balance  (rf 
probability  in  favor  of  the  latter,  since  the  former  involves  a 
contradiction  in  the  nature  of  things. 

Ps.  Iviii.  3 :  "  The  wicked  are  estranged  from  the  womb, 
they  go  astray  as  soon  as  they  be  born,  speaking  lies."  If  this 
passage  is  to  be  literally  interpreted,  still  it  does  not  teach  the 
doctrine  of  physical  depravity,  for  the  sin  ascribed  to  the 
wicked  is  that  which  consists  in  action,  viz.,  in  going  astray 
by  speaking  lies.  But  tlie  language  is  obviously  ligurative, 
since  children  neither  go  nor  speak  at  their  birth.  Ck>mmon 
sense  therefore,  which  must  determine  the  true  meaning  of  the 
passage,  limits  it  to  this  general  and  indefinite  import,  that  the 
wicked  are  estranged  from  God  at  a  very  early  period,  even  as 
early  as  the  commencement  of  moral  agency  and  moral  action. 
On  the  true  import  of  the  Hebrew  phrase,  "  from  the  womb," 
see  Morus,  vol.  i.  p.  447.  He  supposes  that  this  language  de- 
noted that  the  thing  spoken  of  showed  itself  early,  had  become 
inveterate,  that  it  had  not  lately  begun,  or  in  one  instance,  but 
was  of  very  frequent  occurrence.  He  cites  (Ps.  xxii.  9-11, 
and  Job  xxxi.  18)  some  objections  to  this  application  of  the 
first  of  these  texts;  particularly,  the  marginal  rendering  is, 
"  thou  keptest  mo  in  safety."  John  ix.  34,  he  considers  as  a 
strong  description  of  a  man  very  wicked ;  and  as  a  form  of 
speaking  which  shows  the  design  and  import  of  such  phrase- 
ology among  the  Jews.  Kuinoel  thinks  differently  of  this  pas- 
sage.    (Vide  his  Comment,  on  John  ix.  2.) 

John  iii.  6 :  "  That  which  is  born  of  the  flesh,  is  flesh." 
(Vide  Kuinoel  in  loc.)  "  In  supposing  yourselves  the  partak- 
ers of  the  blessings  of  Messiah's  kingdom,  because  you  are  the 
children  of  Abraham,  you  greatly  err.  He  that  is  bom  of 
men,  is  a  man ;  you  therefore,  tis  Jews,  have  no  superior  ex- 
cellence, nor  are  better  fitted  for  the  happiness  of  Messiah's 
kingdom  than  others.  You  therefore  must  be  born  again, 
since  the  qualifications  for  this  kingdom  are  very  diverse  from 
any  thing  that  comes  by  natural  descent."  That  the  passage 
will  bear  even  this  import  I  see  no  reason  to  deny.  At  the 
same  time  a  further  meaning,  viz.,  your  natural  birth  secures  a 
sinful  character,  and  therefore  you  must  be  bom  again,  will,  I 
think,  better  accord  with  the  analogy  of  faith.  The  word 
cFop^,  in  the  last  instance,  has  probably  the  same  signification 
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aapKiKov^  and  the  meaning  of  the  passage  is,  that  every  man 

0  is  born  into  the  world  falls  under  the  dominion  of  his 
istitutional  appetites ;  in  other  words,  becomes  a  sinner.  I 
5d  not  say  how  remote  such  a  doctrine  is  from  that  of  phys- 

1  depravity. 

\f  the  language  of  the  Bible  was  even  more  direct,  if  it  as- 
ted  that  men  sin  as  aoon  as  they  are  born,  it  would  not  admit 
the  doctrine  of  physical  depravity,  nor  even  properly  uur 
"Btood,  assert  the  very  instant  in  which  sin  begins. 
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Vni.— TOTAL  DEPRAVITY  BY  NATURE.— (Cbn^muA/.) 

Trne  account— II.  Theory  explained.— 1.  No  property  of  the  soul  sinfUL— 2.  Nitfnre  not  eompted 
by  oneness  wUh  Adam. — 8.  Constitutional  propensities  not  slnfUI.— 4w  Excitement  of  propend* 
ties  nut  sinful — 5.  Disposition,  which  is  the  cause  of  sin,  not  sinftiL 

I  PRO(  KKD  to  consider  as  I  proposed — 

11.  The  true  account  of  the  universal  sinfulness  of  mankind. 

Remarking  then,  that  the  Orthodox  universally  will  Bub- 
scribe  to  the  general  proposition,  that  mankind  are  depraved 
by  nature,  while  all  othei-s  would  deny  the  truth  of  it,  and 
while  the  Ortliodox  would  differ  among  themselves  in  regard 
to  the  specific  import  of  the  phrase  hy  nature^  I  now  propose, 
fii-st,  to  explain  wiiat  I  understand  to  be  the  true  import  of  the 
phrase  in  the  proposition,  that  mankind  are  depraved  by  uatiu^; 
and,  secondly,  to  vindicate  the  explanation, 

Fii'st — To  explain  the  phrase  hy  nature, 

When  then  I  affirm,  that  all  mankind  are  totally  depraved  by 
nature^  I  mean,  that  suchis  their  comstiiution  arnature  that  in  all 
the  appropriate  or  natural  circumstances  of  their  existen/^^  they 
will  uniformly  sin  from  the  commencement  of  moral  ayen^yy. 

It  is  here  to  be  remarked,  that  according  to  this  explanation 
of  the  doctrine  of  depravity  hy  nature^  the  depi*avity  or  sin- 
fulness of  numkind  does  not  cotisist  in  any  thing  which  can  be 
called  nature  J  in  the  primary  sense  of  the  word.  Nor  can  this 
be  said  without  the  most  pal]>able  impropriety  in  the  use  of 
language,  nor  without  the  most  palpable  absurdity  in  things. 

When  it  is  said  that  mankind  are  depraved  by  nature,  or  are 
sinnei^s  by  nature,  &c.,  the  obvious  design  is  to  describe  the 
cause,  ground,  or  reason  of  their  depravity,  and  the  language 
specifies  this  cause,  ground,  or  reason  to  be  nature.  Tlie  de- 
pravity is  therefoie  said  to  be  hy  nature,  not  to  consist  in 
nature  ;  to  result  from  nature  as  its  cause  or  reason.  To  say 
then  that  nature  is  depraved,  or  that  depravity  consists  in  na- 
turej  is  to  confound  the  effect  with  its  cause.  If  the  proposi- 
tion that  mankind  are  depraved  by  nature  is  true,  in  the  only 
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K)66ible  meaning  of  the  langnage,  then  the  proposition  that 
cUure  or  their  nature  is  depraved  or  sinful,  if  tlie  word  nalure 
»e  used  in  the  same  import,  is  most  palpably  false ;  since  this 
5  to  say,  that  the  cause  of  depravity  or  sin,  i.  e.,  of  all  sin  in 
lan,  is  itself  sin.  More  particularly  I  would  say,  that  the 
reposition  that  mankind  are  depraved  by  nature  cannot  mean 
ither  of  the  following  things  : 

(1.)  It  cannot  mean  that  any  attribute  or  property  of  the 
3ul — any  thing  which  is  either  created  or  proparjided  as  a 
roperty  of  the  human  mind,  is  sinful.  Aside  from  the  mon- 
trous  and  revolting  absurdity  of  supposing  God  to  create  a 
inful  nature  in  men,  and  to  damn  them  for  the  very  nature  he 
reates,  the  Scriptures  unequivocally  teach  that  all  men  are 
ow  created  in  tlie  image  of  God  (James  iii.  9). 

(2.)  The  doctrine  cannot  mean  that  mankind  have  a  sinful 
ature  which  they  have  corrupted  by  being  one  in  Adam,  and 
y  acting  in  his  act,  or  sinning  in  his  sin.  To  believe  that 
Ldam  and  his  posterity  are  one  moral  person^  or  one  moral 
eingj  and  that  by  virtue  of  this  personal  identity,  all  Adam's 
lescendants  acted  in  his  act  or  sinned  in  his  sin — as  truly  in 
rod's  estimation  committed  the  first  sin  of  Adam  as  he  did — 
re  as  truly  guilty  of  that  sin,  as  justly  exposed  to  punishment 
•n  account  of  it,  as  Adam  himself,  and  did  as  really  by  acting 
Q  that  act,  corrupt  their  nature  as  Adam  corrupted  his, — I  say 
0  believe  this,  I  must  first  renounce  the  reason  my  Maker  has 
^ven  me,  and  then  disbelieve  the  oath  of  God  to  the  contrary, 
ntered  upon  the  record,  (Ezek.  xviii.  3,  4.) 

(3.)  Noj  can  the  doctrine  imply  that  any  of  the  constitutional 
yropensiiies  of  the  mind  are  sinful.  Sin  is  not  predicable  of 
onstitutional  propensities,  but  only  of  the  choice  to  gratify 
hem  in  contravention  of  the  divine  will.  All  these  propensi- 
ies  were  in  Adam  when  perfectly  holy, — they  w^ould  belong 
0  every  human  being  if  perfectly  holy.  The  man  Christ  Jesus 
►ossessed  every  one  of  them,  for  "  he  was  tempted  in  all  points 
ike  as  we  are,  yet  without  sin." 

(4.)  Nor  does  the  doctrine  teach  that  any  degree  of  excite- 
ment in  these  propensities,  or  any  desires  for  their  gratification, 
►rior  to  the  choice  or  preference  of  it,  is  sinful.  The  man  who 
Iways  triumphs  over  the  excitement  of  them — who  duly  subor- 
inates  all  his  desires  of  inferior  good  to  the  will  of  God,  is  a 
lerfect  man.    This  form  of  self-government  is  the  substance  of 

13  '  9 
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all  duty  ;  and  the  greater  the  propensity,  the  stronger  the  desire 
for  the  forbidden  good ;  if  governed,  controlled,  denied  by  the 
will,  the  nobler  the  act  of  obedience.  "He  that  ruleth  his  spirit 
is  better  than  he  that  taketh  a  city."  "  Tlie  trial  of  your  faith 
is  precious."  "  Blessed  is  the  man  that  endureth  temptation," 
(5.)  Nor  does  the  doctrine  teach  that  there  is  any  di^os^iium, 
propensity,  or  tendency  to  sin,  which  is  the  cause  of  all  sin, 
and  which  is  itself  sinful.  There  is  an  obvious  diflference  be- 
tween a  dUpositioTiy  propermty^  or  teiidency  to  sin  which  is 
prior  to  all  sin,  and  a  sinful  disposition.  There  are  in  fact 
both.  There  is  what  may  be  truly  and  properly  called  a  dis- 
position, or  tendency,  or  propensity  to  sin,  which  is  prior  to  and 
the  cause  of  aU  sin  in  man.  And  there  is  also,  as  a  conse- 
quence of  this  disposition  or  propensity  to  sin,  what  with  equal 
propriety  may  be  called  a  sinful  disposition^  which  is  the  true 
cause  of  all  other  sins,  itself  excepted,  i.  e.,  all  that  can  be  called 
wrong-doing  in  executive  action.  Now  of  the  former  disposi- 
tion or  propensity  to  sin  which  is  the  cause  of  the  latter,  i.  e., 
of  the  sinful  disposition,  I  say  it  is  not  sinful ;  all  the  sin  per- 
tains to  the  latter.  All  sin  must  have  a  cause.  The  first  sin 
must  have  a  cause  ;  which  cause  can  neither  be  morally  right 
nor  wrong — cannot  itself  be  sin.  The  cause  of  all  sin,  even  of 
the  first  sin,  itself  sin !  Whence  then  came  the  first  sin  %  Do 
you  say  from  a  previous  sin,  as  its  cause  ?  Then  you  say,  there 
is  a  sin  before  the  first  sin.  The  fallen  angels  and  our  first 
parents  were  once  holy.  Whence  came  their  first  sin  \  Do 
you  still  say  from  a  previous  sin  ?  And  what  sort  of  philoso- 
phy, reason,  or  common  sense  is  this  ?  A  sin  before  the  first 
sin — sin  before  all  sin !  Do  you  say  tliere  must  be  difficxdtiei 
in  theology  ?  I  ask,  must  there  be  self-evident  absurdity^  even 
the  most  palpable  nonsense?* 

o  llie  whole  embarrassmetit  on  this  part  of  the  subject  resoltB  from  the  difler- 
ent  tentei  of  the  words  dispofUion  and  propensity ^  in  their  various  applications  and 
connections.  Thus  if  we  speak  of  a  disposition  or  propensity  to  <m  as  the  oauH  of  otf 
sin,  or  as  Edwards  says,  "  as  a  prevailing  liableness  to  sin/'  the  dispositkm  and  «> 
are  so  distinguished  as  cause  and  effect,  the  former  being  spoken  of  as  the  canse 
of  all  sin,  that  it  is  perfectly  plain  that  we  cannot  mean  that  the  disposition  la  sin  ii 
itself  sin.  But  if  we  speak  of  a  disposition  to  sin  as  the  cause  of  overt  acts  of  sin, 
as  acts  of  fraud,  falsehood,  &c.,  &c.,  then  we  mean  a  sig^ut  disposition,  a  disposi- 
tion involving  the  preference  or  choice  of  its  object ;  this  latter  disposition  being 
the  sum  and  substance  of  all  sin,  and  the  consequence  or  effect  of  a  disposition 
to  sin  in  the  former  import  of  the  word.  This  is  the  true  usus  toquendi,  a  due  at- 
tention to  which  only  can  save  theologians  from  the  most  palpable  abtnrditiet. 
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IX.— TOTAL  DEPRAVITY  BY  NATURE.— (Om^ntierf.) 

TriM  theory  ftartbtf  ezplaJned^Theory  tboA  explained,  defended.— (1.)  Elxempt  from  absordity. 
— (S.)  Explains  the  focts. — (3.)  Consistent  wtth  the  universality  of  haman  sinfulness. — (4)  Is 
Orthodox. — QuotatioDt  from  Edwards.— (S.)  Supported  by  the  Scriptures. — Objections  consider* 
•d. — (1.)  Universality  of  sin  does  not  prove  depravity  by  nature. —Objection  considered  under 
•eTeral  particulars— (a.)  Occurrence  of  sin  in  Adam.— (&.)  Freedom  of  will.— (c.)  Bad  example. 
— (dL)  CtrcnmatanoQa.— (a)  Neoeesity  of  trials. — 2d  Objection :  Inoonsisient  with  free  agency. — 
8d  Objection:  Inoonsisient  with  the  moral  perfection  of  Ood. 

Having  examined  and  attempted  to  refute  some  of  those 
theories  respecting  the  fact  of  human  depravity  which  I  deem 
false,  I  now  proceed  to  consider,  as  I  proposed,  the  true  account 
of  the  universal  sinfulness  of  mankind. 

Kemarking  then,  that  the  Orthodox  universally  will  sub- 
8cril)e  to  the  general  proposition  that  mankind  are  depraved  hy 
nature^  wliile  all  others  would  deny  the  truth  of  it,  and  while 
the  Orthodox  themselves  would  differ  in  regard  to  the  true  im- 
port of  the  phrase,  h/  nature^  I  propose  to  state  and  explain  what 
I  understand  by  this  phrase,  and  to  vindicate  the  statement. 

When  I  say  that  mankind 'are  .depraved  hy  nature^  I  mean 
that  the  depravity  which  I  have  already  described  and  proved 
to  pertain  to  maiikind,w  trvly  and  properly  traced  to  the  physi- 
cal or  constitutional  propensities  of  mam,  for  natural  good 
which  belong  to  man^  as  a  man,  in  the  circumstances  of  his  ex- 
istence as  the  cause  or  occasion  of  it/  or  thus:  that  certain 
properties  of  man  for  natu7*al  good,  which  constitute  apart  of 
his  nature  whether  he  he  sinful  or  holy,  with  the  apprcpriate 
circumstances  of  his  existence,  are  the  grou^id,  reason,  cause,  or 
occasion  of  his  depramty. 

By  this  however,  I  do  not  intend  that  these  propensities  be- 
come the  cause  or  occasion  of  sin,  viewed  abstractly  from  their 
objects,  or  from  the  circumstances  of  temptation  in  which  man 
is  placed ;  since  it  is  obvious,  that  propensities  without  objects 
to  excite  them,  can  neither  evince  their  existence  nor  become 
the  occasion  of  sin.  Nor  do  we  ever  in  common  speech,  when 
we  ascribe  an  event  to  the  nature  of  any  thing,  exclude  the  cir- 
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cumstances  in  which  that  thing  is  placed,  or  in  which  its  nature 
acts  and  shows  itself.  Xor,  on  the  other  hand,  when  in  com- 
mon speech,  we  ascribe  an  event  to  the  circumstances  of  a 
thing  in  distinction  from  its  nature^  do  we  exclude  its  natnre 
from  all  connection  with  the  event ;  since  neither  the  natnre  of 
the  thing  without  its  circumstances,  nor  the  circumstances  of 
the  thing  without  its  nature,  would  be  followed  by  the  event. 
So  that,  in  strict  metaphysical  or  philosophical  language,  both 
nature  and  circumstances  are  the  cause  or  occasion  of  the  event 
spoken  of.  In  proper  phraseology  however,  we  are  accus- 
tomed to  speak  of  nature  and  of  circumstances  as  if  one  ^r- 
cludcd  the  other ;  and  to  aflSrm  that  the  nature  of  a  thing  and 
7wt  its  circumstances,  or  its  circumstances  and  not  its  nature,  is 
the  ground  or  reason  of  a  given  phenomena.  Thus  it  may  be 
said  of  one  tree,  that  it  is  owing  to  its  circumstances  that  it  bears 
bad  fruit ;  and  of  another  tree,  that  it  is  owing  to  its  nature. 

Now  this  popular  mode  of  speaking  not  only  conveys  a  very 
precise  and  definite  meaning,  but  is  of  great  utility ;  and  the 
question  is  important,  what  is  its  meaning,  and  to  what  cases 
or  facts  is  the  one  form  of  phraseology  truly  and  properly  ap- 
])lied,  and  to  what  the  other  ?  I  answer,  that  it  is  truly  and 
properly  ascribed  to  the  nature  of  a  thing  when  it  is  its  inva- 
riable consequence  in  the  appropriate  circumstances  of  its 
existence;  and  that  it  is  truly  and  properly  ascribed  to  the 
circumstances  of  a  thing  when  merely,  by  any  change  of  these 
circumstances,  there  is  a  change  in  the  event.  To  illustrate  by 
example.  A  tree,  which  in  all  possible  circumstance  or  under 
every  variety  of  circumstances  within  its  proper  place  of  exist- 
ence, bears  bad  fruit,  is  by  nature  bad ;  or  the  badness  of  the 
fmit  is  properly  ascribed  to  the  nature  of  the  tree.  Another, 
which  in  one  set  of  circumstances  bears  bad  fruit,  and  in 
another  set  of  circumstances  good  fruit,  is  not  properly  said  to 
be  a  bad  tree  by  nature ;  but  its  bearing  bad  fruit  is  properly 
ascribed  to  its  circumstances.  Now  here  arises  a  very  impor- 
tant question  in  respect  to  a  tree.  And  who  does  not  see  the 
practical  utility  of  the  distinction  denoted  by  the  phraseology 
under  consideration,  or  of  deciding  whether  a  tree's  bearing  bad 
fruit  is  owing  to  nature  or  to  circumstances?  In  the  one  case, 
the  natural  course  would  be  to  cut  down  the  tree  and  bam  it; 
in  the  other,  to  preserve  it  with  care,  and  to  bestow  on  it  a 
more  perfect  culture. 
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Now  these  fonns  of  phraseology,  modified  indeed  so  far  as 
the  different  nature  of  physical  and  moral  phenomena  de- 
mands, are  applied  to  the  latter.  Thus  we  ascribe  the  sin  of 
oar  first  parents  to  temptation ;  i.  e.,  to  certain  external  circum- 
stances and  not  to  nature,  because  it  resulted  obviously  from  a 
change  of  circumstances.  But  we  ascribe  the  depravity  of 
their  descendants  to  nature  and  not  to  circumstances,  on  the 
supposition  that  under  all  circumstances  essential  to  their 
proper  state  of  existence  they  become  depraved. 

Again :  when  I  ascribe  the  depravity  of  man  to  nature^  I  do 
not  mean  that  nature  is  an  efficient  natural  cartse,  nor  an  occa- 
sional natural  cause  of  human  sinfulness.  This,  the  nature  of 
the  predicate  forbids,  whether  the  sin  be  ascribed  to  nature  or 
to  circumstances.  We  are  speaking  of  sin,  i.  e.,  of  moral 
action,  which  of  course  implies  moral  agency ;  a  fact  which 
obliges  every  one  to  understand  the  language  under  considera- 
tion, with  the  requisite  limitation.  Besides,  to  say  that  one 
thing  is  hy  another,  does  not  designate  the  latter  as  the  eflScient 
natural  nor  an  occasional  natural  cause  of  the  former.  Indeed, 
this  form  of  expression  is  probably  used  more  frequently  to 
denote  an  occasion  or  causa  sine  qua  non^  than  to  denote  an  effir 
dent  caicse,  while  nothing  is  more  common  than  to  use  it  to 
denote  an  occasional  moral  cause.  Wlien  therefore  I  say  that 
depravity  is  hy  nature^  I  mean  simply  that  nature  is  the  occa- 
sional moral  cause  of  the  universal  sinfulness  of  mankind.  I 
mean  that  nature  is  a  cause  therefore,  which,  though  certainly 
followed  with  depravity,  is  yet  as  truly  subject  to  man's  pow- 
ers of  moral  agency,  as  it  would  be  were  all  his  acts  perfectly 
holy. 

These  remarks  may  suflBiciently  explain  what  I  intend  by  the 
general  phrase  by  nature.  In  regard  to  the  specific  statement 
which  ascribes  the  depravity  to  our  constitutional  propensities 
for  natural  good,  I  remark  that  I  do  not  intend  to  exclude  the 
weakness  or  imperfection  of  our  intellectual  powers  from  all 
connection  with  human  sinfulness.  It  may  be  true  that  greater 
perfection  in  these  powers  at  the  commencement  of  account- 
able existence  would,  even  with  our  present  propensities  for 
natural  good,  prevent  this  depravity ;  and  that  in  this  respect 
the  imperfection  of  our  intellectual  powers  is  in  some  sense 
connected  with  it.  Nevertheless,  this  connection  is  indirect 
and  remote,  since  the  degree  of  excitement  in  the  propensities 
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for  natural  good,  and  not  voluntary  action,  is  the  direct  result 
of  this  intellectual  imperfection,  and  voluntary  action  the 
proximate  result  of  excitement  in  these  propensities.  These 
propensities  therefore  are  the  immediate  springs  of  voluntary 
action;  they  are  \i^ proximate  cause^  rather  than  any  state  or 
acts  of  the  intellect.  It  is  therefore,  in  respect  to  this  more 
direct  Riid  proximate  relation  of  our  constitutional  propensities 
for  natural  good  to  voluntary  acts,  that  I  speak  of  them  as  its 
cause.  It  is  for  the  proximate  cause  or  occasion  of  hnman  de- 
pravity that  we  are  inquiring. 
To  vindicate  the  theory  now  stated  and  explained,  1  remark: 

1.  It  is  exempt  from  all  philosophical  absurdity  and  em- 
barrassment It  is  possible,  that  Ood  should  create  free 
moral  agents  with  such  propensities  for  natural  good,  that  in 
the  circumstances  essential  to  their  proper  place  of  existence, 
they  should  uniformly  sin.  The  truth  of  this  remark  will  ap- 
pear in  answering  objections. 

2.  This  theory  accounts  for  all  sin  ;  i.  e.,  for  the  first  sin  of 
all  the  descendants  of  Adam,  and  for  their  continuance  in  sin. 
This  may  be  fairly  assumed  until  the  contrary  is  proved.  I 
would  observe  however,  that  the  theoiy  before  us  does  not 
profess  to  account  for  all  sin,  and  of  course  for  the  first  sin  in 
men,  by  ascribing  it  to  a  previous  sin,  or  rather,  as  we  have 
before  shown,  by  ascribing  all  sin  to  itself  as  its  cause.  It 
traces  sin  to  a  catise  which  is  not  itself  sin.  To  say  that  volun- 
tary agents  may  be  led  uniformly  into  sin  by  the  strength  of 
propensities  and  appetites  which  are  not  in  themselves  sinful, 
is  certainly,  when  considered  in  itself,  not  an  unphilosophical 
account  of  the  fact.  If  so  in  one  case,  it  may  be  so  in  alL 
What  becomes  of  the  assertion  that  it  cannot  ?  Angels — ^Adam 
sinned. 

3.  The  theory  is  proved  to  be  correct  by  the  universality  of 
human  sinfulness.  The  fact  of  the  universal  sinfulness  of  man- 
kind we  have  already  proved,  be  their  circumstances  what  they 
may.  The  question  in  view  of  this  fact  is,  whether  this  de- 
pravity is  to  be  ascribed  to  the  nature  of  men,  or  to  their  cir- 
cumstances ?  I  answer,  if  this  inquiry  is  to  be  understood  and 
answered  in  a  manner  strictly  metaphysical,  we  must  say  that 
the  depravity  of  man  is  to  be  ascribed  to  both  his  subjective 
nature  and  his  circumstances.  Indeed,  I  will  not  say  that  it  is 
wholly  contrary  to  a  correct  popular  mode  of  speaking  to  say 
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tliifl.  (Vide  James  i.  14, 15.)  At  the  same  time  I  maintain  that 
it  is  also  a  correct  popular  mode  of  speaking,  to  ascribe  this 
depravity  to  nature^  and  that  when  the  object  of  the  inquiry  is 
to  decide  to  which  of  the  two  cattses  it  is  to  be  ascribed,  im- 
plying what  is  undoubtedly  true,  that  it  may  with  perfect  truth 
and  propriety  be  applied  to  one  or  the  other  exclusively,  ac- 
cording to  the  usage  of  terms,  the  only  correct  answer  is,  that 
it  is  be  ascribed  to  nature.  Tliis,  as  we  have  seen,  is  always 
done  in  those  cases  in  which  no  change  of  circumstances 
changes  the  result ;  and  the  present  is  such  a  case.  We  have 
therefore  precisely  the  same  reason,  and  all  the  reason,  to 
ascribe  the  depravity  of  men  to  their  nature,  which  we  have 
or  can  have  in  any  case,  to  ascribe  any  phenomenon  or  conse- 
quence to  this  cause.  Why,  for  example,  is  it  proper  to  say 
that  a  stone  is  by  nature  heavy,  or  that  by  nature  when  uiisup 
ported  it  tends  toward  the  earth  ?  Simply  because  in  all  cir- 
cumstances of  its  existence  we  know  that  such  is  the  fact.  It 
is  therefore  to  no  purpose  to  say,  if  mankind  were  to  be  placed 
in  some  supposable  circumstances,  the  result  might  be  holiness 
and  not  sin.  Be  it  so.  In  like  manner,  if  a  stone  were  placed 
in  some  other  circumstances  than  those  which  pertain  to  its 
proper  place  in  the  system, — for  example,  within  the  attraction 
of  the  sun, — it  would  not  fall,  but  rise,  and  it  could  no  longer 
properly  be  said  that  it  was  by  nature  heavy.  So  it  might  be 
true  of  mankind,  that  in  some  other  circumstances  than  those 
which  pertain  to  their  proper  place  of  existence,  they  might  be 
holy.  This  however,  affects  not  the  truth  nor  propriety  of 
ascribing  their  sinfulness  to  their  naiure,  since  in  all  the  cir- 
cumstances which  belong  to  their  proper  place  in  the  system, 
they  all  become  sinful.  If  therefore  it  be  proper  and  true,  as 
the  language  is  used,  in  any  case  whatever,  to  ascribe  any  phe- 
nomena or  effects  to  nature,  then  it  is  both  proper  and  true  to 
ascribe  the  sinfulness  of  man  to  the  nature  of  man. 

The  force  of  this  argument  depends  on  the  incontrovertible 
principle,  that  uniformity  of  event  proves  the  cause  to  be  uni- 
form. The  event  in  the  present  case  therefore,  cannot  be 
properly  ascribed  to  any  particular  circumstance  or  combina- 
tion of  circumstances  in  the  case  of  any  of  the  human  race, 
because  it  is  the  same  in  all  circumstances  which  essentially 
belong  to  their  proper  state  of  existence.  To  suppose  what 
would  be  or  would  not  be,  were  man's  state  of  existence  essen- 
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tiallj  changed,  is  wholly  nugatory  and  vain,  amoanting  only  to 
conjecture,  where  nothing  can  be  known  or  determined.  The 
only  pro{»er  merluxl  of  reasoning  is,  to  take  man  as  we  tind  hi  in, 
and  to  adnpt  in  reference  to  his  actual  srate  and  to  the  knowu 
phenomena,  tlie  true  principles  of  reasoning.  If  tliesc  condnct 
to  the  conclusion  that  man  is  hj  nature  depraved,  this  conclu- 
sion we  are  bouii<l  to  adopt. 

To  tlie  preccfling  argument  many  objections  are  made  which 
demand  examination.  I  ouglit  however  to  remark,  tliat  some 
at  Iciist  of  these  objections  are  made  not  agsiinst  tlie  theory  now 
6tate<l  and  explained,  but  against  that  which  asserts  that  the 
nature  of  man  is  itself  sinful,  and  that  against  snch  a  theory 
tlie  validity  of  these  objections  must  be  admitted. 

4.  Tliis  is  the  true  doctrine  of  Orthodoxy. 

In  8up|>ort  of  this  position  I  give  the  following  extracts  from 
Edwards  on  Original  Sin  : 

'•  If  any  creature  be  <»f  such  a  nature  that  it  proves  evil  m 
its  proper  place,  or  in  the  situation  which  God  has  assigned  it 
in  the  universe,  it  is  of  an  evil  nature.  That  part  of  the  sys* 
tem  is  not  gix)d  which  is  not  gi.K>d  in  its  place  in  the  system ; 
and  those  inlierent  qualities  of  that  part  of  the  system  which 
are  not  gooil,  but  corrupt  in  that  place,  are  justly  looked  open 
as  evil  inherent  qualities.  Tliat  propensity  is  truly  esteemed  to 
belong  to  the  nature  of  any  being,  or  to  be  inherent  in  it,  that 
is  the  necessary  consequence  of  its  nature,  considered  together 
with  its  ])roper  situation  in  the  universal  system  of  existence, 
whether  that  propensity  be  good  or  bad.  It  is  the  ticUure  of  a 
stone  to  be  heavy,  but  yet  if  it  were  placed,  as  it  might  be,  at 
a  distance  from  this  world,  it  would  have  no  such  quality. 
But  seeinff  a  stone  is  of  such  a  nature  that  it  will  have  this 
quality  or  tendency  in  its  proper  place  here  iu  this  world 
where  God  has  made  it,  it  is  properly  looked  upon  as  a  pro- 
pensity belonging  to  its  nature  ;  and  if  it  be  a  good  propensity 
here  in  its  proper  plajco,  then  it  is  a  good  quality  of  its  nature; 
but  if  it  be  contniriwise,  it  is  an  evil  natural  quality.  So,  if 
mankind  are  of  such  a  nature  that  they  have  a  universal, 
eflFectual  tendencv  to  sin  and  ruin>in  this  world  where  God 
has  made  and  placed  them,  this  is  to  be  looked  upon  as  a  per- 
nicious tendency  belonging  to  their  nature." — (Part  I.  ch.  L 

sec.  ^•y 

"  A  propensity  to  that  sin  which  brings  Grod's  et^ual  wrath 
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and  curse  (which  has  been  proved  to  belong  to  the  nature  ot 
man)  is  evil,  not  only  as  it.  is  calamitous  and  s(/>Tawful^  end- 
ing in  great  natural  evUj  but  as  it  is  odious  and  detestable, 
for  by  the  supposition,  it  tends  to  moral  evil,  by  which  the 
subject  becomes  odious  in  the  eight  of  God,  and  liable  as  such 
to  be  condemned  and  utterly  rejected,  and  cursed  by  him. 
This  also  makes  it  evident  that  the  state  in  which  it  has  been 
proved  mankind  are,  is  a  corrupt  state  in  a  moral  sensCj  that 
is,  that  it  is  inconsistent  with  the  fiillillment  of  the  law  of  God, 
which  is  the  rule  of  moral  rectitude  and  goodness.  That  ten- 
dency which  is  opposite  to  that  which  the  moral  law  requires 
and  insists  upon,  and  prone  to  that  which  the  moral  law  utter- 
ly forbids,  and  eternally  condemns  the  subject  for,  is  doubtless 
a  corrupt  tendency,  in  a  moral  sense." — (Part  I.  ch.  i.  sec.  3.) 

"  In  order  to  account  for  a  sinful  corruption  of  nature,  yea, 
a  total  native  depravity  of  the  heart  of  man,  there  is  not  the 
least  need  of  supposing  any  evil  quality  infused^  implanted^  or 
vsrotujht  into  the  nature  of  man  by  any  positive  cause  or  influ- 
ence whatsoever,  cither  from  God  or  the  creature ;  or  of  sup- 
posing that  man  is  conceived  and  born  with  ti  fountain  of  evil 
in  his  heart,  such  as  is  any  thing  properly  positive,  I  think  a 
little  attention  to  the  nature  of  things  will  be  sufficient  to  satisfy 
any  impartial,  considerate  inquirer,  that  the  absence  of  positive 
good  principles,  and  so  the  withholding  of  a  special  divine 
influence  to  impart  and  maintain  those  good  principles,  leaving 
the  common  natural  principles  of  self-love,  natural  appetite, 
&c.  (which  were  in  man  in  innocence),  leaving  these,  I  say,  to 
themselves,  without  the  government  of  superior  divine  princi- 
ples, will  certainly  be  followed  with  the  corruption,  yea,  the 
total  corruption  of  the  heart,  without  occasion  for  any  positive 
influence  at  all.  And  that  it  was  thus  indeed  that  corruption 
of  nature  came  on  Adam,  immediately  on  his  fall,  and  comes 
on  all  his  posterity,  as  sinning  in  him,- and  falling  with  him." — 
(Part  IV.  ch.  ii.)* 

Tlie  Bible  accords  with  this  theory.  Eph.  ii.  3 :  "  And  were 
by  nature,^<Te«,  children  of  wrath,"  &c.     This  is  popular  phra- 


^  Quere  f  Dock  the  Bible  authorize  snch  assertions  as  those  of  Edwards,  con- 
cemiDg  *'  propensity  to  tin,"  ''proclivity  to  tin"  "  tendency  to  tin" — or  does  it,  at  the 
utmost,  only  assert  the  uuiformity  of  the  fact,  and  that  it  is  by  nature,  or  that 
the  antecedent  is  in  the  htBv^lafj  &c  ?— (Ephes.  U.  8  ;  Jas.  i.  14,  15.) 
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Beology,  and  the  only  place  where  sin  is  said  to  be  by  nature. 
It  was  common  among  the  Greeks  to  say  <t>vaiic(og,  as  we  say 
naturally  in  a  loose,  popular  acceptation  of  the  term.  But  in 
the  same  verse  Paul  shows  that  he  did  not  mean  a  nature  sin- 
ful per  se^  for  he  states  the  sin  to  have  been  actual,  voluntary. 
It  was  "  having  conversation  among  sinners,"  ^^fulfillhhg  the 
desires  of  the  flesh  and  of  the  mind,"  -noiwvTt^  rh  Oekrjftara  (and 
this  though  dead,  "dead  in  sins,"  and  yet  walking),  doitigy 
acting  out  the  promptings  of  the  caraal  propensity,  but  not  in 
feeling  or  having  them.  Paul  was  an  advocate  for  voluntary  sin, 
if  any.  Rom.  ii.  14 :  "  For  when  the  Gentiles  do  by  nature,^a«," 
&c.,  has  been  employed  by  Pelagians  as  a  proof  that  all  are  not 
depraved  by  nature,  but  that  some  do  right  by  nature.  Some 
Orthodox  attempt  a  defense  by  saying  that  the  apostle  speaks  hy- 
pothetically,  i.  e.,  when  they  do  it — i.  e.,  should  they  do  it.  But 
this  is  hardly  fair,  and  cannot  be  believed.  lie  speaks  of  actual 
cases.  I  answer  :  If  it  did  show  that  some  few  by  nature  were 
not  depraved,  it  would  not  disprove  the  general  doctrine  of 
depravity.  We  say  "  all  men  are  mortal" — "  all  have  died," 
and  yet  Enoch  and  Elijah  did  not.  So  in  this  case,  had  there 
been  a  few  exceptions,  Paul  would  not  feel  a  need  of  stopping  to 
specify  them  in  stating  the  general  doctrine  of  human  depravity. 
Univei*sal  propositions  are  rarely  true  to  the  letter.  But  the 
apostle  here  is  only  showing  what  men  did  without  a  revelar 
tion  by  the  light  of  nature,  which  shows  that  he  could  use 
the  term  nature  out  of  its  strict  philosophical  sense,  i.  e.,  not 
to  denote  the  subjective  nature.  He  was  contrasting  the  Gentiles 
with  the  Jews  under  a  revelation.  But  in  Eph.  ii.,  "  among 
whom  we  all" — Jews  and  Gentiles — "had  our  convereatiou." 
Texts  which  trace  sin  to  propensities  which  are  plainly  invol- 
untary. James  i.  13,  15 :  This  is  a  metaphysical  account  of 
the  process  of  sinning.  "But  every  man  is  tempted  when;^^ 
tempted  in  the  sense  of  tried.  Then  when  lust  {hTi6vfua\  which 
means  simply  desire,  good  or  bad,  fixing  the  mind  upon  any 
thing.  See  Luke  xxii.  15:  iTrcOvfit^  InedvfiTfaa  <t>ayeiv,  «.  t.A., 
i.  e.,  I  have  greatly  desired  to  eat,  &c.  Phil.  i.  23  :  imOviUav 
ex(^  dg  rd  dvaXvaai,  k.  t.  A.,  I  am  in  a  strait,  &c.  It  is  then  a 
generic  name  for  desire,  and  not  necessarily  lust  in  a  bad  sense. 
In  this  passage  then,  the  apostle  enters  into  the  cause,  ground, 
or  reason  of  sin.  He  supposes  a  nature  with  propensities,  and 
objects  appealing  to  them  and  dictating  the  preference  of 
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themselves  to  God.  Here  is  a  nature  in  its  appropriate  cir- 
cnmstances.  From  these  results  the  hridvfxia,  the  desire  of  the 
good  preferred  by  the  objects  of  the  propensities.  But  this 
Btate  is  not  sin,  for  not  till  lust  or  desire  hath  conceived  doth 
it  bring  forth  sin.  This  (rvXXaflovaa  tIktei,  conceiving  and 
bringing  forth  sin,  is  only  a  figurative  expression  for  yielding 
to  or  gratifying  that  desire  :  philosophically  expressed,  it  would 
be  the  volition  or  elective  act  of  the  mind  by  which  the  for- 
bidden object  was  taken  instead  of  God.  So  accurately  has 
the  inspired  apostle  given  the  common-sense,  metaphysical  ac- 
count of  the  mode  and  reason  of  sin.  See  also  1  John  ii.  15, 
17:  fj  hriSviiia  Tfjg  aapKbg  Kal  ^  hnSvfiia  rdv  6(j)da}^v,  k.t.X.  The 
passages  that  speak  of  the  flesh  and  the  spirit,  oap^  Kal  Trvev/ia,  as 
opposed  to  each  other.  Gal.  v.  16-20 :  Tliis  say  I  then,  walk  in 
the  Spirit,  and  ye  shall  not  fulfill,  ImOvfiiav  aapKbg  ov  fi}j  rekiarp-e, 
and  these  are  contrary  the  one  to  the  other,  so  that  which  ye 
would,  ye  do  not :  Iva  fx^  &  dv  OekTjTe  ravra  TToiTjre,  There  is  no 
cannot  in  the  Greek.  He  then  enumerates  tlie  works  of  the 
flesh,  and  we  shall  find  that  they  are  all  in  view  of  objects  which 
appeal  to  some  constitutional  proj^ensity  in  itself  not  wrong. 
The  perverse  indulgence  of  some  natural  propensity,  leads  to 
each  of  these  sins  without  supposing  an  hereditary  propensity, 
having  for  its  object  an  independent  sui  generis  gratification 
in  sin  itself,  for  its  own  sake.  Rom.  viii.  5,  6  :  rb  <t>p6v7jfjLa  rijg 
aapKbg,  If  there  is  a  propensity  to  siujper  se,  how  is  it  that  the 
apostle  never  mentions  it  ?  Those  texts  represent  Regeneration 
as  a  moral  change  mostly,  not  a  change  of  physical  constitu- 
tion. Tlie  nature  of  sin  is  everywhere  represented  in  the  Bible 
to  be  the  preference,  choice,  in  some  fonn  of  mammon,  to  God. 
The  Bible  is  unintelligible  if  this  is  not  the  meaning.  The  ob- 
jections to  this  theory  prove  it  true. 

Hemarks. — ^The  terms  "  nature,"  "  innate,"  &c.,  applied  to 
depravity  in  our  common  acceptation  of  them,  are  apt  to  mis- 
lead our  minds  as  referring  to  something  constitutional.  But 
not  so  with  the  word  natural.  Hence  in  speaking  of  depravity, 
we  have  used  the  word  physixial  instead  of  natural.  In  ab-  * 
Btract  propositions,  where  it  is  difiicult  to  judge  by  the  nature 
of  the  subject,  &c.,  the  primary  meaning  of  words  should  be 
given  them.  It  is  on  these  terms  that  controversy  has  its  be- 
ginning, middle,  and  end. 
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THE   OBJECTIONS   DO   NOT   DI8PK0VE  THB  DOCTRnfE. 

Ohj. — It  is  said  that  universality  of  sin  in  man  is  no  proof  of 
depravity  by  nature. 

This  objection  is  supported  by  the  opposers  of  the  natural 
depravity  of  man  by  several  arguments. 

1.  It  is  alleged,  that  the  occurrence  of  sin  in  Adam  utterly 
invalidates  the  proof  of  the  depravity  of  man  by  nature,  de- 
rived from  the  universality  of  sin.  The  force  of  this  objection 
depends  wholly  on  what  is  meant  by  the  depramty  of  roan  hy 
nature.  If  this  means  that  man  is  the  subject  by  nature  of  a 
sinful  dUjpoaitian  previous  to  all  sinfid  acts  or  volitions,  the 
objection  is  unquestionably  vahd;  for,  as  Dr.  Woods  admits 
(and  thus  abandons  the  entire  argument  from  the  universality 
of  sin,  to  prove  depravity  by  nature  in  his  sense  of  the  lan- 
guage), the  case  of  Adam  proves  that  a  holy  being  may  change 
from  holiness  to  sin.  It  is  to  no  purpose  to  say,  that  there 
must  be  even  in  a  holy  being  a  tdnfuL  disposition  previous  to 
any  sinful  acts  or  volitions.  For  still  there  is  in  fact  a  change 
implied  from  holiness  to  sin,  and  therefore  a  state  of  holiness 
previous  to  a  state  of  sin,  and  of  com-se,  previous  to  a  sinful 
disposition.  But  if  one  man,  and  that  the  parent  of  our  race, 
may  change  from  holiness  to  sin,  without  a  previous  sinful 
disposition,  then  the  whole  race  may  sin  without  a  previous 
sinfid  disposition.  Of  course  the  supposition  of  depravity  by 
nature,  nrcaning  a  sinful  dispositioti  by  nature  as  a  created 
attribute,  is  not  necessary  to  account  for  the  universal  sinful- 
ness of  man. 

But  by  tlie  doctrine  of  total  depravity  of  all  men  by  nature, 
we  do  not  understand  a  sinful  disposition  as  the  foundation  of 
all  sinful  volitions.  We  mean  by  depravity,  a  sinful  volition 
itself,  or  rather,  a  sinful  elective  preference  which  becomes 
predominant  in  the  soul,  and  comes  into  existence  through  tliat 
in  the  physical  constitution  and  in  the  circumstances  of  men, 
which  is  the  ground  or  reason  of  the  fact,  and  in  reference  to 
which  reason,  such  depravity  may  be  properly  said  to  be  ^ 
nature^  or  to  be  naUiral,  The  question  then  is,  whether  the  sin 
of  Adam  shows  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  suppose  that  the 
above  cause  or  reason  of  the  universal  sinfulness  of  men  ac- 
tually exists. 
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To  decide  this  question,  it  is  necessary  to  settle  two  others, — 
-whether  Adam  sinned  without  any  reason  existing  for  the  fact 
in  his  constitution  and  circumstances  ;  and  whether  we  can 
suppose  that  his  posterity  become  universally  sinful,  and  only 
sinful,  without  any  such  ground  or  reason  of  the  fact. 

As  to  the  first  of  these  questions,  it  is  no  other  than  whether 
man  can  act  voluntarily,  without  some  reason  for  the  existence 
of  the  particular  act  rather  than  for  the  existence  of  its  oppo- 
site, which  we  have  already  discussed  and  decided.  Whatever 
this  reason  may  be,  we  have  also  seen,  that  it  must  be  resolved 
into  the  constitution  and  circumstances  of  man. 

As  to  the  second  question,  this  is  easily  determined  when 
we  have  decided  the  first.  For  if  we  cannot  suppose  a  single 
event  like  that  now  under  consideration,  without  some  ground 
or  reason  for  it,  we  certainly  cannot  suppose  a  constant  uni- 
formity of  the  same  event  without  some  ground  or  reason  for 
such  uniformity.  Tlie  only  question  that  can  remain  is,  whether 
this  necessary  ground  or  reason  of  the  uniformity  of  the  event 
is  such,  that  the  event  itself  may  be  said  to  be  by  nature,  or  to 
be  natural.  By  the  event,  we  mean  a  predominant  sinful  vo- 
lition in  all  men,  and  the  reason  of  this  fact  we  have  already 
shown  to  lie  in  the  constitution  and  circumstances  of  man  ; 
and  we  have  also  shown,  that  to  say  that  an  event  which  uni- 
formly results  from  such  a  cause  may,  according  to  the  strictest 
propriety,  be  termed  natural^  or  be  said  to  be  by  nature.  It 
follows  therefore,  that  the  universal  depravity  of  man  proves 
that  he  is  depraved  by  nature. 

If  it  be  asked,  why  may  not  the  sin  of  Adam,  resulting  as  it 
did  from  the  same  cause  as  that  from  which  the  sinfulness  of 
his  descendants  results,  be  said  to  be  iy  nature^  I  answer,  be- 
cause there  is  an  important  diflference  in  the  two  cases.  Adam 
did  not  sin  in  all  the  appropriate  circumstances  of  existence ; 
but  his  descendants  do  sin  in  all  the  appropriate  circumstances 
of  their  being.  Had  those  in  which  Adam  was  placed  re- 
mained unaltered,  there  is  no  evidence  that  he  would  have 
sinned  at  all.  But  let  those  of  his  posterity  change  as  they 
may,  within  any  limit  in  which  they  can  be  said  to  be  thQ  ap- 
propriate circumstances  of  their  being,  and  they  uniformly  sin. 
But  we  have  before  shown  that  the  phrase  ly  nature^  in  this  and 
in  all  cases,  assumes  that  the  being  of  whom  we  speak  is  in  the 
appropriate  circumstances  of  his  being.     While  therefore,  there 
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would  be  no  propriety  in  saying  that  Adam  was  a  sinner,     ^^ 
became  depraved  by  nature^  there  is  the  most  perfect  propri^^^ 
in  saying  that  his  posterity,  on  the  present  supposition  of  u*^* 
versal  sinfulness,  are  depraved  hy  nature, 

2.  It  is  said  that  the  universality  of  sin  may  be  accountc::^ 
for  by  man's  free  will,  without  supposing  depravity  to  be  l^^J 
nature.    Free  agency  or  the  free  agent  is  the  efScient  cause  cr^^f 
sin,  but  the  question  is,  why  does  he  choose  wrong  instead  ci^^f 
choosing  right  in  all  cases  ? 

3.  It  is  said,  that  the  universality  of  sin  may  be  accouni 
for  by  bad  example.    In  addition  to  the  arguments  of  Edward^^ 
it  ought  to  be  remarked,  that  bad  example  and  bad  edacatioc:^ 

are  only  circumstances  of  our  heing^  and  whatever  may  be  sup 

posed  to  be  their  influence,  it  only  amounts  to  our  doctrine 
for,  as  we  have  seen,  if  man  is  depraved  in  the  appropriate  cir- 
cumstances of  his  being,  then  his  depravity  is  owing  both  to  hii 
constitution  and  his  circumstances,  and  in  our  meaning  of  the? 
terms  he  is  depraved  hy  nature. 

4.  It  is  said  that  the  universality  of  sin  may  be  accounted 
for  by  the  circumstances  in  which  men  come  into  existence ; 
these  being  such  that  the  passions  get  the  start  of  reason.  So 
imdoubtedly  it  may  be,  but  what  is  this  but  saying  that  men  be- 
come depraved  or  are  depraved  by  nature,  in  the  proper  sense 
of  the  terra?  Thus  Edwards  answers  this  objection  by  saying 
that  the  strength  of  appetite  and  passion  which  this  hypothesis 
assigns  as  the  cause  of  prevailing  wickedness,  amounts  to  a 
prevailing  propensity  to  sin,  and  is  altogether  equivalent  to  a 
natural  tendency  (p.  236). 

5.  The  necessity  of  trials  in  order  to  virtue  are  said  to  be  a 
sufficient  account  of  the  sinfulness  of  man.  This  objection 
diflFcrs  not  substantially  from  the  former,  and  is  refuted  in  the 
same  manner. 

Obj,  2. — It  is  said  that  the  total  depravity  of  man  by  nature 
is  inconsistent  with  the  free  moral  agency  of  man. 

The  force  of  this  objection,  if  it  have  ariy,  must  lie  either  in 
the  fact  that  man's  depravity  is  certain,  or  in  the  nature  of 
that  which  is  the  ground  or  reason  of  such  certainty. 

1.  The  former  topic  we  have  largely  investigated,  and  if  I 
mistake  not,  have  fully  shown  that  certainty  of  action  is  con- 
sistent with  the  most  perfect  freedom  of  action.  I  shall  not 
here  formally  resume  Uie  consideration  of  this  part  of  the  sub- 
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ject,  but  supposing  the  principles  of  the  argument  to  be  well 
understood,  shall  rather  inquire  whether  our  opponents,  espe- 
cially Dr.  Ware,*  has  not  decisively  admitted  the  truth  of  our 
main  principle — that  certainty  of  action  is  consistent  witli  free- 
dom of  action,  and  thus  in  this  respect  abandoned  his  objection 
to  our  doctrine. 

In  his  "  Answer,"  &c.,  p.  51,  Dr.  Ware  expressly  asserts,  that 
it  is  possible  that  a  being  constituted  as  man  is,  may  depart 
from  the  path  of  duty  and  become  a  sinner  at  any  moment ; 
that  by  such  an  act  he  becomes  a  sinner  in  the  sense  in  which 
it  is  said  in  the  sacred  writings,  that  there  is  no  man  that  doeth 
good  and  sinneth  not. 

Here  then  two  things  are  conceded ;  the  one  is,  that  man 
may  in  perfect  consistency  with  his  moral  agency  become  a 
sinner,  and  that  every  man  will  in  perfect  consistency  with  his 
moral  agency  certainly  sin  once.  But  if  it  be  consistent  with 
his  moral  agency  that  every  man  should  certainly  sin  once, 
then  it  is  consistent  with  his  moral-  agency  that  he  should  cer- 
tairdy  sin  twice,  thrice,  indeed,  in  every  instance  of  accountable 
action. 

Nor  is  this  a  solitary  concession  of  Dr.  Woods.  On  p.  53  he 
says,  "There  may  be  what  we  term  a  moral  cer^aiWy  respecting 
any  child  that  is  bom  into  the  world,  that  if  it  live  to  become 
a  moral  and  accountable  being  it  wiU  become  a  sinner." 

On  pages  95,  96,  Dr.  Ware  has  still  more  explicitly  and  fully 
asserted  that  the  certainty  of  action  is  consistent  witli  moral 
freedom.  Thus  he  says :  "  Upon  the  supposition  of  that  moral 
freedom,  which  I  maintain  to  be  the  true  ground  upon  which 
man  is  justly  accountable  for  his  actions,  deserving  of  praise 
or  blame,  and  a  proper  subject  of  reward  and  punishment, 
every  action  of  every  human  being  is  as  ce7*tain  before  it  is 
performed  as  aftej'ward.  Suppose  men  to  have  that  liberty 
which  the  scheme  1  advocate  attributes  to  them,  it  is  as  certain 
beforehand  how  they  will  act  as  upon  the  scheme  of  necessity ; 
that  is,  it  is  absolutel/y  certain  how  they  will  in  fact  use  that 
freedom.  And  speaking  of  it  merely  as  an  abstract  truth,  we 
may  say  it  is  im^possihle  that  they  should  not  use  their  freedom 
as  they  actually  will  use  it." 

Now  what  more  than  this  have  the  Orthodox  contended  for 

"^  In  his  reply  to  Dr.  Woods. 
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in  respect  to  the  certainty  of  Ii4iman  action  as  consistent  with  ^  '-^ 
praise  and  blanjc?  Has  Dr.  Ware  ever  read  the  writings  or  "^t 
(he  Orthodox  i  Does  he  know  what  their  views  of  tliis  subject  ^« 
are  ?  If  not,  he  is  inexcusably  ignorant.  If  he  has,  then  lie  -*- 
lias  read  in  the  faniinis  works  of  the  two  Edwardses  that  "  nietJi-  — 

physical  or  philosophical  necessity  is  nothing  different  from  m 

certainty."     ''  In  this  sense  I  use  the  word  necessity,  when  I  ^ 

attempt  to  prove  that  necessity  is  not  inconsistent  with  liberty."'  ^ 

(President  Edwards'  Works,  vol.  v.  p.  26.)     ''  Certainty,"  says  - 

Dr.  Edwards,  ''  is  the  necessity  in  question."  (Diss.,  p.  39.) 
Necessity  then  as  used  by  the  Orthodox,  is  the  self-same  thing 
which  Dr.  AVare  calls  moral  certainty.  Why  then  docs  he 
pretend  that  there  is  a  difference  between  them  ?  But  not  to 
reproach  him  with  ignorance  or  falsehood,  he  has  abundantly 
conceded  that  Cirtalnfy  is  perfectly  consistent  with  account- 
ability and  freedom,  and  on  this  point  fully  agrees  with  the 
Orthodox. 

But  we  may  carry  this  pcdnt  a  Uttle  further,  and  ask,  have 
the  Orthodox  used  any  stronger  language  on  the  subject  than 
Dr.  Ware  uses  and  professedly  vindicates?  "It  is  '/;/j/>cw«6/€," 
says  he,  '*  that  they  should  not  use  their  freedom  as  they  actu- 
ally will  use  it ;"  and  yet  he  also  maintains  the  accountability 
of  man  as  deserving  praise  or  blame,  and  as  a  proper  subject 
of  reward  and  punishment.  Let  Dr.  Ware  now  assume  the 
task  so  triumphantly  assigned  by  him  to  Dr.  Wi»ods,  that  of 
showing  how  "a  being  may  be  justly  required  to  do  what  iu 
all  the  circumstances  in  which  it  is  placed,  it  is  iiTvposniHe  for 
it  to  d./'  (p.  03). 

Tluis  on  one  page  Dr.  Ware  has  declared  one  thing,  and  on 
another  declares  the  contrary.  Ai'e  the  Orthodox  chargeable 
with  any  grosser  contradiction  ?  But  is  Dr.  Ware  fairly  charge- 
able with  real  contradiction  \  Certainly  with  contradiction  in 
terms,  but  we  think  not  with  contradiction  in  ideas.  Tlie  solu- 
tion of  the  matter  is,  that  in  the  one  instance  he  hjis  used  the 
word  wijjossible  in  a  sense  totally  unauthorized,  and  wliich 
totally  misrepresents  the  opinion  of  the  Orthodox  which  he 
professes  to  state ;  in  the  other  instance,  he  is  driven  to  use  the 
word  imjyossihle  in  the  same  scnsG  in  which  the  Orthodox  use 
it  on  this  subject,  to  denote  moral  certainty,  Tlius  he  hiis  ex- 
plained our  terms  as  he  ought,  and  as  we  explain  them,  and 
thus  he  uses  them ;  and  by  this  very  simple  and  equitable  pro- 
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CW8  has  perfectly  unfolded  our  consistency.  We  say  then,  if 
Dr.  Ware  understands  the  sense  in  which  he  uses  terms,  if  he 
will  interpret  the  same  terms  when  used  by  the  Orthodox  in 
the  same  sense  as  that  in  which  he  uses  them  himself,  and  if 
he  will  keep  the  fear  of  God  before  his  eyes,  he  will  never 
again  (vide  Dr.  W.'s  Ans.,  p.  63)  charge  the  Orthodox  doctrine 
of  depravity  with  being  inconsistent  with  moral  freedom,  on 
the  ground  of  moral  necessity. 

From  the  abundant  concessions  of  tliis  principle  by  a  late 
controvertist  of  our  doctrine,  we  may  safely  affirm,  that  the 
certainty  of  sinful  action  in  man  is  not  inconsistent  with  his 
free  moral  agency,  and  from  the  illustrations  formerly  given  of 
the  principle,  that  certainty  of  action  is  consistent  with  freedom 
of  action, 

2.  The  next  inquiry  is,  whether  the  nature  of  tliat  which  is 
the  ground  or  reason  of  the  certainty  of  sinful  action  is  not 
inconsistent  with  moral  freedom  ? 

The  answer  depends  wholly  on  what  that  is  supposed  to  be, 
which  is  the  ground  of  the  certainty  of  sinful  action.  K  it  be 
that  which  has  the  nature  and  influence  of  a  physical  cause, 
the  objection  is  valid.  But  we  have  abundantly  shown  that 
such  is  not  the  nature  and  influence  of  that  which  is  the  reason 
of  the  certainty  of  man's  sinfulness. 

According  to  our  statement  of  the  doctrine  of  depravity  by 
nature,  the  ground  or  reason  of  man's  depravity  lies  in  his  in- 
nocent physical  propensities,  and  his  circumstances.  The  ques- 
tion therefore  is,  whether  such  a  (/round  of  certainty  of  action 
is  inconsistent  with  moral  agency  ? 

This  question  in  its  abstract  form,  it  is  supposed,  has  been 
already  sufficiently  discussed.  Indeed,  if  we  admit  the  cer- 
tainty of  human  action,  and  who  does  not  admit  it,  then  we 
ask  what  can  be  the  original  ground  or  reason  of  such  cer- 
tainty but  that  which  we  have  now  supposed  ?  Without  pur- 
suing this  subject  in  the  manner  in  which  we  have  already 
considered  it,  it  may  be  more  useful  to  inquire  on  this  point 
into  the  actual  state  of  the  controversy  as  it  exists  at  the  pres- 
ent time  in  this  country,  taking  Dr.  Ware's  views  of  tlie  sub- 
ject as  tlie  medium  of  representation. 

In  his  Letters  (pp.  23, 24),  Dr.  Ware  says,  that  all  the  wicked- 
ness which  the  Orthodox  ascribe  to  men,  supposing  it  to  be 
real,  may  be  satisfactorily  accounted  for  on  the  ground  of  the 

14 
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innocent  physical  propensities  of  our  nature  and  the  circiui- 
stanccs  in  which  we  are  placed.  Hcfre  then  the  ground  oi 
reason  of  human  sinfulness  supposed,  is  precisely  tliat  whid 
we  say  is  the  real  ground  or  reason ;  and  tliis  Dr.  Ware  tell 
us  is  a  satisfactory  account  of  the  matter. 

Nor  16  this  a  solitary  instance  in  which  Dr.  Ware  has  at 
tempted  to  show  that  this  specific  ground  of  sin  in  man  is  per 
fectly  consistent  with  man's  moral  agency.  (Vide  Letters,  p 
21,  et  ah  ;  Ans.,  pp.  51,  53,  and  89.)  In  doing  this, the  fact  is 
that  Dr.  Ware  has  adopted  an  hypothesis  which,  so  far  fron 
being  one  which  ho  can  claim,  is  of  Orthodox  invention,  an< 
was  adopted  in  this  self-same  controversy  by  some  of  the  ablee 
defenders  of  Orthodoxy  long  before  Dr.  Ware  was  born.  I 
would  not  be  difficult,  it  is  believed,  to  show  that  Augustin* 
and  Calvin  maintained  substantially  the  same  view  of  the  sub 
ject  which  Dr.  Ware  adopts,  and  would  have  believed  to  b 
purely  [Jnitarian.  It  is  sufficient  however  for  our  purpose,  tha 
President  Edwards  maintained  it  in  its  full  extent. — (Worfc 
vol.  vi.  pp..  427,  431.) 

It  is  true  that  in  one  respect  between  this  hypothesis  of  Ed 
wards  and  that  of  Dr.  Ware  there  is  one  circumstantial  diffei 
ence.  President  Edwards  supposes  the  withdrawing  of 
divine  influence,  the  presence  of  which  would  prevent  the  si 
of  men.  But  he  does  not  suppose  such  influence  to  be  essentia 
to  moral  agency,  nor  that  the  withdrawing  of  it  does  not  leav 
man  as  perfectly  a  free  moral  agent  as  Dr.  Ware  can  imagine 
Tins  divine  influence  withdrawn,  Edwards  supposes  the  groun 
of  the  eortaintv  of  man's  sinfulness  to  consist  in  his  innocei 
natunil  apjvotites  and  passions,  and  so  does  Dr.  Ware. 

Kow  how  it  looks  for  a  man  in  the  attitude  of  a  controvei 
sialist  on  this  subject  to  set  himself  forth,  I  do  not  say  as  th 
author  \>i  an  hypothesis  of  this  kind,  but  to  claim  it  as  excli 
si  vol  V  Unitarian,  or  rather  as  anti-Orthodox,  when  the  sam 
subject  hju>  been  so  long  in  controversy,  and  when  the  ma 
distinguished  Orthodox  writer  on  the  subject  had  proponnde 
the  same  hypothesis  in  an  essay  of  universal  celebrity,  Ion 
before  Dr.  Waiv  knew  his  right  hand  from  his  left.  Whatevi 
explanation  Dr.  Ware  might  give  of  this  fact,  one  thing  is  oc 
tain, — if  this  hypiUhesis  be  just  and  satisfactory  when  adopte 
by  Dr.  Ware,  it  is  equally  so  when  adopted  by  the  Orthodox 

Ohj.  3. — It  is  said  that  the  doctrine  of  total  depravity  by  n 
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tare  is  inconsiBtent  with  the  moral  perfection  of  God.  The 
force  of  this  objection,  if  it  have  any,  must  like  the  former  lie 
either  in  the  certainty  of  man's  sinfulness,  or  in  the  nature  of 
that  which  is  the  ground  of  this  certainty. 

How  the  certainty  of  sin  in  man  is  consistent  with  the  moral 
perfection  of  God,  we  have  already  attempted  to  show. 

This  being  admitted,  it  only  remains  to  show  that  that  which 
constitutes  the  ground  or  reason  of  this  certainty  is  consistent 
with  the  moral  perfection  of  God,  and  this  is  done  by  showing 
as  we  now  have,  that  this  ground  or  reason  of  the  certainty 
of  sin  is  consistent  with  the  free  moral  agency  of  man.  If 
(Jod  for  some  end  worthy  of  his  infinite  benevolence,  has  seen 
fit  to  give  man  existence  in  such  circumstances  that  sin  is  the 
certain  consequence,  and  if  at  the  same  time  the  certainty  of  the 
event  results  from  a  cause  which  is  perfectly  consistent -with  the 
moral  agency  of  man,  then  the  justice  of  God  in  the  punish- 
ment of  man  is  undeniable.  For  if  such  a  being  thus  rebelling 
against  the  holy  laws  of  his  Maker  ought  not  to  be  punished, 
it  is  impossible  to  conceive  that  the  punishment  of  a  creature 
by  his  Creator  can  be  just. 

The  two  objections  against  the  doctrine  of  the  total  deprav- 
ity of  man  by  nature,  which  we  have  now  been  considering, 
have  ever  been  the  chief  reliance  of  the  opposers  of  this  doc- 
trine. Such  is  strikingly  the  fact  in  the  late  controversy  in 
this  country.  Dr.  Ware,  whether  he  adduces  an  argument 
from  reason  or  from  Scripture  in  opposition  to  the  Orthodox 
doctrine,  scarcely  fails  to  present  in  some  form  the  supposed 
inconsistency  of  the  doctrine  with  the  free  agency  of  man  and 
the  moral  perfection  of  God,  as  the  basis  and  strength  of  his 
argument.  Now  it  is  very  unfortunate  for  these  grand  objec- 
tions of  Dr.  Ware,  as  it  was  for  the  same  objections  when  made 
by  Dr.  John  Taylor,  that  the  doctrine  against  which  they  are 
brought  is  not  the  doctrine  of  the  Orthodox.  By  this  I  do  not 
mean,  that  none  of  the  Orthodox  have  maintained  those  views 
of  man's  depravity  against  which  these  objections  are  brought. 
But  I  mean,  that  many  of,  the  Orthodox  have  not  maintained  * 
such  views — I  mean  more — that  the  Orthodox  as  a  dass  or 
party  have  not.  Those  who  have,  I  cheerfully  abandon  to  Dr. 
Ware's  animadversions,  with  the  hope,  and  I  may  say  with 
the  expectation,  that  to  some  extent  he  and  his  associates  in 
this  cause  will  correct  their  error.     But  why  should  the  Ortho- 
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dox  party  be  held  responsible  for  opinions  which  only  some  of 
that  party  have  embraced  ?  Why  should  this  be,  when  some 
of  the  ablest  defenders  of  Orthodoxy  have  explicitly  disclaimed 
the  views  thus  charged  upon  them  ?  K  the  question  respect 
the  sentiments  of  individuals,  let  the  individuals  who  embrace 
it  be  called  to  answer  for  themselves.  If  it  respect  tlie  doctrine 
of  the  Orthodox  as  a  class  or  party,  let  it  be  stated  in  a  form  to 
which  they  as  a  class  or  party  either  have  assented  or  will  as- 
sent. The  fact  is,  that  the  controversy  on  this  subject  respects 
not  the  inquiry,  whether  the  doctrine  opposed  by  Unitarians  is 
not  liable  to  the  objections  which  they  allege  against  it,  but 
whether  this  be  the  real  doctrine  of  the  Orthodox.  This  pre- 
vious question  must  be  settled,  or  the  controversy  will  have  no 
very  satisfactory  or  successful  termination.  The  contending 
parties  will  continue  to  fire  hy  and  not  at  each  other,  and  either 
keep  the  field,  waxing  bolder  in  fight,  or  retire  alike  confident 
of  victory. 
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X.— TOTAL  DEPRAVITY  BY  NATURE,— (Oontinved.) 

Ol^Jections  to  the  theory.— (4w)  Inflints  ore  sinners.— The  position  of  the  author  defined.- That  in* 
flmts  are  sinners  Inconsistent  with  this  on  one  supposition.— I.  Opinions  of  Orthodox  wrltera.~- 
n.  The  doctrine  of  the  Scrlptnrea— 1.  Supposed  proofs  for  the  doctrine. — 2.  It  is  claimed  that  the 
Bcriptarea  teach  that  infants  are  sinners  at  the  moment  of  birth. — Remarks  on  classification  of 
|iroof>t«zt8.— (1.)  ThlB  cannot  he  true.— (2.)  It  contravenes  common  senae.— (8.)  Violates  the 
Iftwa  of  usage. 

I  HAVE  examined  the  three  principal  objections  to  the  doc- 
trine of  TOTAL  DEPRAVITY  BY  NATURE  alleged  by  the  opposers 
of  this  doctrine,  viz. :  that  universal  depravity  can  be  accounted 
for  without  tracing  it  to  nature ;  that  it  is  inconsistent  with 
the  free  moral  agency  of  man ;  and  also  with  the  moral  per- 
fection of  God.  These  are  the  objections  of  Pelagians  and 
Arminians, — objections  which,  we  have  seen,  lie  in  full  force 
against  certain  forms  of  stating  the  doctrine  of  depravity  by 
nature,  but  which,  as  I  trust,  have  no  force,  nor  even  plausi- 
bility, when  alleged  against  that  form  of  this  doctrine  which 
is  maintained  in  these  lectures.  Tlie  importance  of  this  view 
of  the  doctrine  as  the  only  one  which  can  be  defended  against 
Pelagian  or  Arminian  objections  is  obvious. 

There  is  however,  another  class  of  objections  which  are  al- 
leged, not  by  the  opposers  of  the  doctrine  of  depravity  by 
nature  in  every  form  of  it,  but  by  some  Orthodox  writers, 
against  that  maintained  in  these  lectures.  Most  of  these  ob- 
jections we  have  already  had  occasion  to  examine  in  the  de- 
fense of  our  doctrine.  There  is  but  one  more  which  requires 
further  notice,  viz. : 

Objection  4. — ^That  infants  are  sinnera. 

It  has  been  then  extensively  maintained,  that  the  Scriptures 
clearly  teach  that  infants  are  sinners,  and  that  this  fact  is  in- 
consistent with  the  doctrine  of  depravity  hy  nature  advanced 
in  a  former  lecture. 

Those  who  have  advocated  this  doctrine  have  held  it  under 
very  diverse  forms     From  the  time  of  Augustine  (for  before 


214  HUMAN   SINFULNESS. 

there  is  no  pretense  that  there  was  any  settled  Orthodoxy 
on  this  point)  to  the  time  of  Dr.  Edwards  and  Dr.  Hopkins, 
it  was  held  by  the  Orthodox  generally  under  that  form  of 
Imputation  which  exhibits  Adam  and  his  posterity  as  one 
moral  persoji^  and  his  posterity  as  sinning  in  him,  i.  e.,  in  his 
Hi'st  transgression,  by  acting  in  that  act  as  truly  as  Adam  him- 
self, and  so  corrupting  their  nature  just  as  Adam  did  his,  and 
thus,  though  created  holy,  as  born  with  this  sinful  or  corrupt 
nature. 

Since  the  time  of  the  younger  Edwards  and  Dr.  Hopkins, 
this  doctrine  has  been  very  materially  modified  and  changed 
by  many  Orthodox  divines.    Tliese  writers  led  the  way  in  these 
changes,  maintaining   that  all  sin  consists  in  the  voluntary 
mental  exercises  of  the  sinner,  the  latter  tracing  all  such  exer- 
cises to  divine  efficiency  producing  or  creating  them.     Others 
of  this  class  of  divines,  none  indeed  however  who  are  entitled 
to  consideration,  have  held  this  doctrine  under  the  form  of 
physical  depravity  ;  others,  under  that  of  mere  liability  to  pun- 
ishment, including   a  corrupt  nature  without  ill-desert,  and 
calling  this  the  doctrine  of  Original  Sin  by  Imputation.     All 
these  maintain  that  sin  begins  in  all  men  at  least  as  soon  as 
they  are  bom.     There  is  yet  another  class  who  hold  the  doc- 
trine of  depravity  by  nature,  as  stated  in  a  former  lecture,  viz.^ 
that  such  is  the  nature  or  constitutimi  of  the  human  mindy 
that  all  mankind  in  all  the  appropriate  or  natural  drcumr 
stances  of  their  existence  will  uniformly  sin  from,  the  conimenoe- 
ment  of  moral  agency. 

Of  the  several  theories  or  forms  of  this  doctrine  which  I 
deem  groundless,  except  tliat  of  imputed  sin  (which  I  propose 
to  examine  hereafter),  I  have  already  said  sufficient. 

My  present  object  is  to  inquire  whether  the  Scriptures  teach 
the  doctrine  of  infant  depravity,  in  thai  particular  form  ofU 
which  affirms  in  exact  literal  language  thai  infants  either  at  or 
before  hirth  are  sinners,  I  say,  in  tJial  particular  foimi  of  ill 
for  I  wish  not  to  be  misunderstood  on  this  point.  I  would  then 
distinctly  affirm,  that  in  my  view  the  Scriptures  do  teach  tliat 
all  mankind  do  and  will  in  fact  sin  from  the  commencement  of 
their  moral  agency ;  that  they  sin  so  early,  that  in  popular 
language  it  may  be  properly  said  that  they  sin  from  the  first, 
from  the  beginning,  sin  as  soon  as  they  can ;  that  there  is  no 
such  interval  between  birth  and  sin  as  rendered  it  necessaryi 
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that  in  the  popular  language  of  the  Bible  that  interval  should 
be  specified.  Tlie  doctrine  which  I  oppose  is  that  form  of  it 
which  is  derived  from  pressing  the  language,  the  mere  words 
of  the  Scriptures,  to  their  utmost  possible  meaning  as  mere 
words ;  and  maintains  that  the  object  of  the  sacred  writers 
was  to  assert,  in  exact  literal  language,  that  sin  in  all  men  be- 
gins at  the  very  moment  of  or  before  birth. 

The  question  then  now  before  us,  is  not  so  much  what  de- 
pravity consists  in  as  when  it  begins.  It  is  not  whether  man- 
kind may  be  properly  said  to  be  sinners  from  the  first,  &c.,  in 
the  loose  and  indefinite  language  of  common  life,  but  whether 
the  language  of  the  Bible  is  to  be  iliterpreted  on  this  subject 
to  the  letter ;  and  whether  therefore  the  popular  language  of 
the  Bible,  as  thus  interpreted,  is  tlie  precise  and  exact  form  of 
Btateraent  which  is  to  be  adopted  in  scientific  theology. 

Before  I  proceed  to  discuss  this  question,  I  will  answer  the 
objection  to  our  doctrine  of  depravity,  which  is  derived  from 
Infant  depravity,  on  the  admission  of  tlie  fact.  Conceding 
then  tliat  infants  are  sinners  either  before  they  are  bom,  or  at 
the  very  moment  of  birth,  how  is  this  inconsistent  with  the 
doctrine  which  I  have  advanced  ?  Plainly  in  no  respect,  un- 
less it  be  assumed  that  they  are  not  moral  agents  at  or  before 
birth.  The  objection  which  maintains  that  it  is  impossible 
that  they  should  be  moral  agents  so  early,  and  that  therefore 
they  are  sinners  in  some  other  way  than  by  committing  sin, 
we  have  answered  already.  As  to  that  form  of  the  objection 
which  maintains  that  they  commit  sin  either  at  or  before  birth, 
and  thus  asserts  their  moral  agency  when  they  sin,  there  is 
plainly  no  inconsistency  between  this  fact  and  the  doctrine 
that  they  sin  as  soon  as  moral  agency  begins,  for  it  neither 
affirms  nor  denies  the  period  when  nu>ral  agency  commences. 

I  state  this  answer  as  suflicient,  provided  we  take  no.  more 
definite  position  in  respect  to  the  character  of  infants  than 
what  is  implied  in  our  statement  of  the  doctrine  of  depravity, 
I  cannot  however  but  think, that  the  cause  of  truth — of  scrip- 
tural doctrine — requires  that  we  go  further  on  this  subject. 
What  I  propose  then  in  the  present  lecture,  after  a  brief  view 
ot  the  opinions  of  some  Orthodox  writers,  is  to  inquire  what 
Gk)d  in  his  word  requires  us  to  believe  on  this  controverted 
subject. 

L  I  will  briefly  as  may  be,  ascertain  the  opinions  of  some 
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Orthodox  writers.    The  views  of  Dr.  Dwight,  as  given  in  his 
Theology,  I  have  attempted  to  exhibit  in  a  tract  already  pub- 
lished.*    Amid  some  apparent  and  only  verbal  incongruity, 
suflSciently  guarded  however  by  explanations  to  prevent  mis- 
apprehension, he,  I  think,  very  clearly  maintains,  that  infants 
are  sinners  by  voluntary  exercises  or  acts.     Dr.  Edwards  ob- 
A-iously  held  also,  that  all  moral  quality  pertains  exclusively 
to  voluntary  exercises  or  acts,  and  probably  that  these  are 
produced  by  divine  efficiency,  although  I  find  nothing  very 
definite  in  his  writings  respecting  the  time  when  they  begin. 
The  old  Calvinists,  properly  so  called,  from  Augustine  to  Dr 
Green,  agree  with  President  Edwards  in  affirming  that  "  in- 
fants are  not  capable  of  moral  action  at  all  ;'^  incapable  of 
what  thev  called  actual  sin.    This  is  true  of  the  Westminster 
Catechism  and  other  Orthodox  formulas. 

Dr.  Hopkins  says,  '*  that  as  soon  as  they  begin  to  act,  they 
(infants)  sin,  and  that  it  cannot  be  precisely  determined  hew 
soon  this  is."     (Syst.,  vol.  i.  p.  327.) 

Dr.  Emmons  says,  ''  It  is  certainly  supposable  that  children 
may  exist  in  this  world  some  space  of  time  before  they  become 
moral  agents ;  but  how  long  that  space  may  be,  whether  an 
hour,  a  day,  a  month,  a  year,  or  several  years,  as  many  suppose, 
we  do  not  presume  to  determine.  But  during  that  space, 
whether  longer  or  shorter,  they  are  not  moral  agents,  nor  con- 
sequently accountable  creatures  in  the  sight  of  God  or  man." 
(Sermons,  1S25,  p.  257.) 

Dr.  Woods  says,  after  affirming  again  and  again  that  all  sin 
"  is  the  action  of  a  rational  and  accountable  being,"  "  I  make 
it  no  part  of  my  object  in  the  present  discussion  to  determine 
precisely  the  time  when  moral  agency  begins.  There  are  diffi- 
culties in  the  way  which  I  feel  myself  wholly  unable  to  sur- 
mount. My  position  is,  that  as  soon  as  they  are  moral  agents 
they  are  sinners."     (Reply  to  Ware,  pp.  83-88.) 

Prof.  Stuart  goes  still  further,  as  do  many  others,  affirming 
that  infants  are  not  sinful. 

I  now  proceed — 

II.  To  the  doctrine  of  the  Scriptures. 

Here  I  propose — 


o  An  Inquiry  into  the  Nature  of  Sin  as  exhibited  in  Dwight's  Theology,  by 
Clericus.    New  Hayen,  1S29. 
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1.  To  examine  the  supposed  proofs  of  infant  depravity  from 
the  Scriptures ;  and, 

2.  To  offer  proof  to  the  contrary. 

1.  Under  the  supposed  scriptural  proofs  of  infant  depravity 
the  first  thing  tliat  claims  our  attention  is — 

(1.)  The  proof-texts  alleged  in  support  of  the  doctrine. 

These  however,  I  have  already  had  occasion  to  examine, 
and  have  shown  that  they  do  not  admit  of  the  interpretation 
which  supports  the  doctrine  of  infant  depravity,  but  require 
an  interpretation  which  is  opposed  to  this  doctrine.  Tlie  pas- 
sage in  Rom.  v.  12,  I  shall  examine  hereafter.  Instead  of  a 
minute  examination  of  these  supposed  proof-texts,  I  propose  to 
specify  some  of  the  more  prominent,  and  to  show  that,  accord- 
ing to  the  true  method  and  principles  of  interpreting  them,  they 
do  not  teach  the  doctrine  of  infant  depravity.  These  princi- 
ples I  am  more  disposed  to  examine  at  some  length,  on  ac- 
count of  their  bearing  on  other  controverted  doctrines. 

The  question  then  is  one  on  which  diversity  of  opinion  is  ob- 
viously the  result  of  adopting  different  principles  of  interpreta- 
tion. It  would  seem  indeed,  that  the  true  principles  of  inter- 
preting the  sacred  volume,  at  least  in  respect  to  those  more 
common  modes  of  expression  which  occur  in  all  languages, 
and  in  regard  to  which,  mankind,  except  in  cases  of  contro 
versy,  are  universally  agreed,  ought  to  have  been  settled  among 
professed  theologians  long  before  this.  To  what  purpose  is  it 
that  we  read  the  same  Bible,  and  make  it  the  supreme  and 
ultimate  standard  of  faith,  if  we  interpret  its  language  by  no 
fixed,  but  by  entirely  different  principles?  Plainly,  correct 
principles  of  interpretation  alone  can  give  correct  results,  and 
nothing  but  the  established  authority  and  controlling  influence 
of  such  principles  can  produce  harmony  of  sentiment  among 
the  professed  believers  in  divine  revelation.  I  have  long  be- 
lieved that  the  grand  source  of  error  and  of  diversity  of  re- 
ligions belief  lies  in  this, — that  the  interpreters  of  the  sacred 
volume  have  no  settled  and  controlling  laws  of  interpretation. 
Were  these  laws  fixed  and  applied  as  they  might  be,  we  should 
see  an  end  to  most  of  the  theological  controversies. 

The  passages  relied  on  by  the  advocates  of  infant  depravity 

may  be  reduced  to  two  classes,  viz. — first,  that  class  which 

teach  the  uni/veraality  of  sin  in  men  ;  secondly,  that  class  which 

speak  of  the  time  of  its  commencement.    They  are  such  as  the 

10 
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following :  The  whole  world  is  guilty  hefore  Ood  /  t 
under  »in  /  that  all  have  sinned  /  thai  the  wicked  art 
from  the  womh  /  thai  they  go  astray  as  soon  as  they 
that  the  imagination  of  man^s  heart  is  enil  from  h 
thai  which  is  horn  of  the  flesh  isfl^sh. 

2.  It  is  claimed  that  these  and  similar  passages  of 
teach  that  infoMs  are  sinners  al  the  hidivisihle  t 
hirth. 

To  this  interpretation  I  proceed  to  state  the  follow 
tions : 

(1.)  This  interpretation  cannot  be  true. 

It  will  be  admitted,  that  a  meaning  which  canna 
which  involves  known  absurdity  or  self-contradictio 
be  the  real  meaning  of  an  inspired  declaration.  Thi 
vious  as  it  is  that  the  Word  of  God  cannot  teach  false 
deciding  then  the  real  meaning  of  any  scriptui^al 
must  first  be  ascertained  that  the  one  proposed  expn 
may  be  true^  or  does  not  express  a  known  falsehood, 
preliminary  decision  all  interpretation  of  the  sacn 
must  proceed,  since  otherwise  we  are  authorized 
meaning  to  the  Word  of  God  which  we  know  cannc 
i.  e.,  to  ascribe  to  it  known  falsehood.  •  On  this  p 
decision  the  interpretation  given  by  the  advocates  of 
pravity  to  their  proof-texts  depends.  They  assume 
doctrine  may  be  true,  or  that  it  is  not  a  known  false 
rest  this  assumption  of  course  solely  on  the  authorit 
own  reason — their  philosophy.  With  what  propriet 
they  reproach  their  opponents  with  deciding  the  sam 
on  the  same  authority  ?  Why  accuse  them,  as  if 
crime,  "  of  sitting  in  the  chair  of  philosophy  and  j 
the  case  ?"  Tliey  do  the  same  thing — decide  it  on  tl 
ity  of  their  philosophy.  While  we,  on  the  authority 
or  of  philosophy,  believe  that  infants  are  not  capable 
at  tlie  precise  instant  of  their  creation,*  they  deci« 
same  authority  that  they  are.  I  say  then,  in  their 
guage,  "  this  is  a  very  compendious  way  of  settling 
tion.  The  man  who  makes  this  decision,  sits  in  tl 
philosophy  and  prejudges  the  case."    But  says  D 


o  This  argument  applies  only  to  that  form  of  the  doctrine  malnt 
Spring,  vis.,  that  in&nts  sin  at  toon  at  (literally)  they  are  created. 


ABSURDITIES    SET    ASIDE.  219 

(whose  doctrine  I  have  now  especially  in  \dew,  and  whose  lan- 
guage I  quote),  "  who  knows  best  whether  infants  are  capable 
of  sinning — God,  only  wise,  or  the  presumptuous  objector  ?" 
Here  Dr.  Spring  infers  that  infants  are  capable  of  sinning,  on 
the  assumption  that  God  has  decided  that  they  are  sinnei*s. 
But  this  he  could  not  do  without  fii*st  assuming  that  it  muy  he 
true^  and  having  done  so,  determines  that  the  Scriptures  teach 
that  they  are  sinners,  and  thence  infers  that  they  are  capable 
of  sinning.  He  therefore  not  only  begs  a  main  premise  in  his 
argument,  but  he  sits  in  the  chair  of  philosophy,  and  falls  un- 
der the  same  rebuke  which  he  administers  to  the  presumptuous 
objector,  "Wherein  thou  judgest  another,  thou  condemnest 
thyself." 

But  the  question  is  not,  whether  an  interpreter  of  the  Word 
of  God  must  first  decide  on  the pos&ibh  truth  of  the  meaning 
which  he  adopts.  This  he  must  do.  Tliis  Dr.  Spring  does ; 
and  if  he  may  and  must  do  this,  so  may  his  opponents.  The 
question  therefore  is  this — whether  this  prior  decision,  made  on 
philosophical  grounds,  is  rightly  made, — it  is,  whether  that  is 
a  possible  ti*uth  which  is  decided  to  be  such  ?  This  is  the  ques- 
tion on  which  the  correctness  of  the  intei*pretation  depends. 
If  it  is  not  a  possible  truth  that  infants  are  sinners,  in  the  sense 
maintained  by  Dr.  Spring,  then  his  inteq^retation  must  be  re- 
jected. The  principle  is  law,  that  no  meaning  can  be  the  real 
meaning  of  the  Word  of  God  unless  it  can  he  true. 

We  say  then,  tliat  the  meaning  given  to  the  passages  of 
Scripture  under  consideration  is  not  a  possible  ti'uth.  It  can- 
not  he  true  that  the  exercises  or  a^ts  of  the  soul  are  its  essential 
properties.  Tlie  position  is  absurd  and  self-contradictory,  and 
therefore  must  be  false.  It  supposes  a  soul  with  all  its  essen- 
tial properties,  and  thus  qualified  to  act,  while  it  is  yet  without 
one  essential  property,  viz.,  action  ;  i.  e.,  a  soul  with  all  its  es- 
sential properties,  without  its  essential  properties — a  soul  which 
is  not  a  soul — a  thing  that  is,  and  yet  is  not.  The  Bible  surely 
does  not  teach  such  an  absurdity. 

The  same  thing  is  true  of  the  doctrine  that  infants  are  born 
guilty  of  Adam's  sin,  by  virtue  of  being  one  with  Adam.  That 
Adam  and  his  posterity  are  one  moral  person^  or  one  moral 
being,  and  that  the  latter  committed  the  self-same  sin  which 
Adam  committed  while  as  yet  they  were  not  in  existence,  is 
not  a  podsible  truth.    It  involves  the  palpable  contradiction 
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that  beings  who  are  7wt  the  same  being,  are  the  same  beinj 
that  those  who  did  not  exist  and  act,  did  exist  and  act. 

The  doctrine  of  a  created  or  constitutional  propensity  to  sii 
which  is  itself  sinful,  is  also  fraught  with  self-contradictioir 
We  know  what  sin  is,  and  what  it  is  not.     We  know  that  sir   ^n 
can  no  more  pertain  to  the  created  properties  or  constitutiona«i^Bal 
propensities  of  the  mind,  than  to  the  features  of  the  face,  o- 
the  form  and  structure  of  the  human  body.     To  say  therefor* 
that  a  constitutional  propensity  of  the  soul  is  sinful,  is  as  ale     d- 
surd  and  self-contradictory  as  to  say  that  the  soul  is  solid  an*-      i 
extended,  or  that  matter  thinks  and  wills :  it  is  saying  tha^^t 
that  is  sinful  which  is  not  and  cannot  be  sinful.     But  we  nee-      d 
not  dwell  on  this  topic.     Our  opponents  all  disclaim  this  fon      ">^ 
of  the  doctrine  of  infant  depravity. 

Nor  is  there  any  form  in  which  the  doctrine  that  infants  si       ^ " 
at  the  precise  instant  of  their  creation  or  of  birth,  can  he  tni* 
Sin  is  predicable  only  of  that  state  of  mind  which  we  ca 
prrfei^ence  or  choice.    Every  act  of  preference  or  choice  iu- 
volves  the  perception  of  the  objects  which  it  respects,  a  know 
edge  of  their  nature  and  relations,  a  comparison  of  them 
sources  of  good  or  happiness  to  the  mind.     These  mental  act 
must  precede  the  act  of  will,  analytically  considered.     To  su}-^- 
pose  that  there  can  be  an  act  of  choice  or  preference  withoi 
them,  is  to  suppose  that  man  can  choose  without  perceivin 
the  object  chosen,  and  prefer  it  to  another  object  without  pei 
ceiving  that  also  which  is  absurd  and  impossible.      But 
these  mental  acts  are  necessary  to  an  act  of  choice  or  prefei 
ence,  then  it  is  plain  that  such  an  act  cannot  in  every  sense 
simultaneous  with  the  soul's  existence.    In  other  words,  th* 
existence  of  an  agent,  and  of  the  acts  of  perceiving,  &c.,  mus- 
in  some  sense  precede  the  analytic  act  of  the  will ;  i.  e.,  pre^ 
cede  the  act  of  sinning.    The  doctrine  then,  that  infants 
sinners  at  the  precise  instant  of  existence,  in  every  conceival 
form  of  it,  is  self-contradictory — cannot  he  true^  and 
is  not  taught  in  the  AYord  of  God. 

(2.)  The  interpretation  which  we  oppose  contravenee  com- 
mon sense.  It  will  be  admitted  that  every  unbiased  mind, 
supposing  the  Scriptures  to  be  silent  on  the  subject,  would 
decide  that  infants  do  not  and  cannot  transgress  a  known  rule 
of  duty  at  the  very  instant  they  are  bom.  Do  the  Scriptures 
then  contradict  this  decision,  and  oblige  us  to  abandon  this 
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jadginent  of  common  sense  ?  We  answer,  that  there  is  a  strong 
presumption  against  this.  It  is  setting  the  Bible  against  those 
decisions  and  judgments  of  the  human  mind,  in  which  we  do 
and  must  repose,  as  the  basis  of  human  action  in  all  the  affairs 
of  life.  Is  the  Bible  then  such  a  book  ?  Does  it  do  the  same 
violence  to  common  sense,  which  it  would  do  had  it  declared 
that  all  infants  are  born  accomplished  mathematicians  or  ora- 
tors? Does  the  Word  of  God  tJius  task  human  faith?  Is  this 
the  book  which  its  divine  Author  consents  shall  be  tried  at  the 
bar  of  human  reason,  and  which  demands  only  a  rational  faith 
of  rational  beings?  Can  it  be  supposed  for  a  moment  that 
any  passage  of  the  divine  Word,  which  will  even  admit  of 
another  meaning,  actually  teaches  that  infants  knowingly  trans- 
gress a  nUe  of  moral  action  at  the  precise  instant  of  birth  ? 

But  not  to  rest  the  matter  here.  What  is  common  sense  ? 
It  is  the  competent,  unperverted  reason  of  th^  human  mind, 
whose  decisions,  in  the  interpretation  of  the  Scriptures,  are  to 
be  relied  upon  as  infallible.  Man  must  know  some  things 
beyond  the  possibility  of  mistake,  or  there  is  an  end  to  all 
knowledge  and  all  faith.  Otherwise,  all  his  deductions  and 
all  his  faith  have  no  sufficient  basis.  He  cannot  prove  the 
being  of  God,  his  perfections,  nor  the  inspiration  of  his  Word, 
nor  decide  on  the  import  of  a  single  sentence  it  contains.  An 
infallible  conclusion  must  depend  on  infallible  premises.  K 
there  are  no  judgments  or  decisions  of  the  human  mind  which 
are  entitled  to  unhesitating  confidence,  then  is  universal  skep- 
ticism authorized.  But  if  there  are  such  judgments,  the  ques- 
tion is,  what  are  they  ?  Plainly  those  in  which  the  human 
mind  is  competent  to  decide  correctly,  and  does  decide  without 
perversion.  Thus  the  common  decision  of  the  unbiased  mind, 
that  the  bread  and  wine  of  the  Eucharist  are  not  the  literal 
body  and  blood  of  Christ, — that  infants  are  not  born  with  the 
muscular  strength  and  intellectual  acquirements  oi  manhood, 
are  decisions  of  the  competent,  unperverted  reason  of  man. 
They  are  to  be  relied  on  as  infallible  judgments.  So  in  the 
present  case.  The  human  mind  is  competent  to  decide  whether 
infants  at  the  moment  of  birth  are  capable  of  transgressing  a 
known  rule  of  duty.  If  not,  all  attempts  of  our  opponents  to 
support  their  decision  must  pass  for  nothing.  K  not,  no  con- 
fidence is  due  to  other  like  judgments,  and  the  very  foundations 
of  faith  are  subverted.    But  if  the  mind  is  competent  to  de- 
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cide  in  one  or  the  other  of  these  opposite  decisions,  it  is  per- 
verted ;  and  the  question  is,  in  which  ?  We  say,  in  the  decision 
that  infants  are  sinners  at  the  precise  moment  of  birth.  This 
doctrine  is  a  theological  peculiarity.  Its  origin  can  be  traced 
to  theological  controversy.  It  was  unknown  in  the  early  Chris- 
tian Church ;  was  derived  probably  from  the  philosophic  doc- 
trine of  Realism  in  the  fourth  century ;  was  devised  to  carry  a 
point  in  polemic  theology,  and  has  therefore  no  other  or  higher 
authority  than  a  speculation  of  heathen  philosophy.  We 
might  specify  other  adequate  causes  of  mental  perversion  in 
this  case.  We  might  show  also,  that  in  forming  the  opposite 
decision,  no  possible  cause  of  mental  perversion  is  even  sup- 
posable,  and  that  the  mind  is  as  prone  to  judge  correctly  in 
this  matter,as  in  deciding  that  an  infant  at  the  moment  of  birth 
has  not  the  qualifications  of  a  general  or  a  statesman.  Indeed 
our  opponents  themselves,  if  they  would  not  constantly  assume 
that  the  Bible  Contradicts  this  decision,  i.  e.,  if  they  would  not 
always  beg  the  question,  must  admit,  that  the  judgment  of  the 
unbiased  mind  in  all  ages  and  in  all  countries,  would  be,  that 
infants  are  not  and  cannot  be  sinners  at  the  moment  of  birth* 
This  then  is  the  decision  of  common  sense, — the  judgment  of 
that  competent,  unperverted  reason  which  God  has  constituted 
the  ultimate  umpire  on  every  vital  question  of  truth, — ^thoee 
which  relate  to  his  own  being — his  perfections — ^his  character 
— the  divine  authority  of  his  Word,  and  the  import  of  every 
sentence  it  contains. 

Is  it  said  that  we  make  an  undue  use  of  reason  and  exalt 
reason  above  revelation  ?  But  is  it  an  undue  use  of  reason  to 
employ  it  honestly  and  without  perversion  in  deciding  quca- 
tions  for  which  it  is  fully  competent?  Then  reason  has  no 
place.  Man  is  not  to  use  it.  None  of  its  decisions  are  entitled 
to  contidence.  We  know  indeed,  that  reason  may  be  pervei*ted 
where  it  is  competent ;  that  it  may  judge  even  confidently 
where  it  is  utterly  incompetent  to  decide,  and  that  from  the 
ahuM  of  reason  great  evils  result.  But  does  it  therefore  follow 
that  it  has  no  legitimate  use,  or  that  such  an  one  is  exalting 
reason  above  revelation  ?  Can  the  decisions  of  competent,  un- 
perverted reason  contradict  God's  revelation?  Then  are  the 
foundations  of  all  rational  faith  swept  away.  Then  let  the 
frank  avowal  be  made,  and  the  Infidel  exult  in  tlie  concession, 
that  the  pretended  revelation  of  God  cannot  stand  when  tried 
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by  hnman  reason.  Not  so  its  divine  Author.  His  triumphant 
challenge  to  an  unbelieving  worid  is,  "  hring  forth  your  strong 
reasons  /"  "  come  noWj  and  let  us  reason  togethery  Here  we 
take  our  position  and  aflSrm,  that  common  sense — the  compe- 
tent, unperverted  reason  of  man — is  an  umpire  whose  decisions 
the  Word  of  God  neither  does  nor  can  contradict.  The  ques- 
tion then  is  this :  Is  not  the  doctrine  that  infants  are  sinners 
It  the  precise  instant  of  their  creation,  contrary  to  common 
sense  ?  Is  it  not  absolutely  incredible  to  the  unsophisticated 
oiind,  that  infants  at  the  precise  instant  of  birth  have  that 
knowledge  of  right  and  wrong,  and  of  those  moral  relations 
which  are  requisite  to  moral  responsibility  and  accountable  ac- 
tion ?  We  answer  yes ;  and  are  therefore  confident  that  the 
Bible  does  not  teach  that  infants  transgress  known  law  at  the 
precise  moment  in  which  they  are  born. 

(3.)  The  interpretation  which  we  oppose  violates  the  great 
principles  and  laws  of  usage.  Laying  aside  the  impossibility 
of.  the  truth  of  this  interpretation,  and  the  infallibility  of  the 
decmons  of  common  sense,  we  now  appeal  to  those  principles 
which  regulate  the  use  and  interpretation  of  the  language  of 
sommon  life.     We  say  then. 

In  the  fiTSt  place,  the  language  of  the  Scriptures  is  to  be  in- 
terpreted, not  on  the  basis  of  an  unusual  philosophy^  hut  in  ac- 
jordance  vnth  those  ideas  or  conceptions  of  things  which  are 
ymwrum  to  the  Tniikds  of  men.  Tliat  the  Bible  is  designed  for 
the  instruction  of  mankind  generally,  is  a  fact  which  must  have 
A  meet  important  and  decisive  influence  on  tlie  subject-mattei 
of  the  book.  This  must  lie  entirely  within  the  limits  of  the 
apprehension  of  the  minds  whose  instruction  is  designed.  All 
those  elementary  ideas,  notions,  or  conceptions  of  the  nature  of 
things  which  constitute  its  comprehensive  statements  of  truth, 
must  therefore  be  those  which  are  common  to  mankind.  Tlie 
Scriptures  do  indeed  reveal  complex  truths,  which  are  beyond 
all  possible  as  well  as  beyond  all  actual  discovery  by  the  un- 
lided  mind  of  man.  This  they  do  however,  not  by  conveying 
my  new  elementary  ideas  or  notions  of  the  nature  of  things, 
but  by  compounding  and  abstracting,  and  otherwise  modifying 
:ho6e  which  have  been  already  acquired  by  the  mind.  Limi- 
tations do  indeed  necessarily  pertain  to  every  revelation  made 
to  our  finite  minds ;  while  some  of  these  result  from  the  limita- 
tion of  our  faculties,  others  arise  from  the  perfect  adaptation  of 
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the  revelation  itself  to  the  end  for  which  it  is  given.  General 
and  popular  forms  of  truth,  compared  with  scientific  abstrac- 
tions and  analyses,  are  not  only  the  most  useful,  but  the  only 
intelligible  forms  of  truth  to  the  common  mind.  Since  then  it 
is  but  a  self-evident  proposition,  that  whatever  is  revealed  to 
the  common  mind  is  intelligible  to  that  mind,  it  follows  that 
the  Scriptures  have  nothing  to  do  with  any  unusual,  nnobvioiis, 
far-fetched,  and  unnatural  notions  of  the  nature  of  things.  So 
far  as  the  revelation  goes,  that  elementary  philosophy  which 
the  people  possess — those  ideas  or  conceptions  of  the  nature  of 
things  which  are  common  to  the  minds  of  men — absolutely  re- 
strict the  use,  and  therefore  control  the  interpretation  of  scrip- 
tural language. 

The  same  thing  may  be  shown  in  anotlier  way.  Words  are 
the  signs  of  the  ideas  or  conceptions  of  things.  Of  course  thej 
can  be  used  and  understood  no  further  than  the  ideas  or  con- 
ceptions of  which  they  are  the  signs  have  been  already  acquired 
by  the  mind.  Hence  also,  that  language  may  be  the  vehicle 
of  thought  or  meaning  from  one  mind  to  another,  the  words 
used  must  be  signs  of  the  same  ideas  or  conceptions  in  both 
minds.  For  example,  we  cannot  understand  the  import  of  the 
law,  "  Thou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God  with  all  thy  heart," 
without  having  first  acquired  just  and  adequate  ideas  or  con- 
ceptions of  the  things  signified  by  the  words,  God^  hearty  loi^, 
&c.,  according  to  the  intention  of  the  Lawgiver.  Here  then  a 
very  important  question  arises,  what  are  the  ideas  or  concep- 
tions which  tlie  Lawgiver  intends  to  excite  in  our  minds  by 
tbis  language  ?  In  other  words,  w/icU  and  how  much  meaning 
belongs  to  these  words  in  the  intention  of  Him  who  uses  themt 
Li  respect  to  the  word  God,  the  design  is  not  to  convey  to  our 
minds  that  vast  and  comprehensive  conception  in  all  its  full- 
ness, which  the  infinite  Being  forms  of  himself.  Here  is  neces- 
sarily some  limitation.  So  in  respect  to  the  words  heart  and 
I^K'e  ;  and  the  design  is  not  to  send  the  mass  of  mankind  to  the 
schools  of  philoijophy, — to  the  subtle  metaphysician,  the  pro- 
found analyst  of  mental  properties  and  mental  phenomena, — to 
learn  what  things  are  meant  by  these  words  of  the  divine  law. 
K  this  law  is  intelligible  to  the  common  mind,  then  that  mind 
possesses  all  that  knowledge  of  the  nature  of  things  which  is 
requisite  to  the  correct  understanding  of  the  language  of  the 
law.    The  same  remark,  with  some  unimportant  exceptionfi, 
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applies  to  the  entire  revelation  of  God.  This  revelation  being 
designed  for  the  instruction  of  mankind  generally,  is  not  con- 
cerned with  those  scientific  abstract  notions  or  conceptions 
which  are  peculiar  to  philosophers,  nor  with  any  notions  of 
things  that  He  without  the  track  and  range  of  ordinary  minds.  It 
deals  in  truths  more  extensively  known — in  things  less  minute, 
more  palpable,  and  more  familiar.  It  employs  those  more 
general  ideas  and  notions  of  things  which  are  common,  which 
lie  within  tlie  limits  of  ordhiary  research,  and  whose  truth  or 
accordance  with  the  reality  of  things  is  tested  by  the  practi- 
cal business  of  human  life,  and  settled  as  a  matter  of  certainty 
by  the  common  mind.  These  are  the  ideas  or  conceptions  of 
the  nature  of  things  with  which  the  Bible  is  conversant.  They 
constitute  the  common  stock  and  property  of  the  common 
mind  in  all  ages  and  all  countries  ;  the  only  medium  through 
which  the  Bible  can,  according  to  its  design,  become  intelligi- 
ble to  all  people ;  the  grand  materials  of  extending  and  im- 
proving our  knowledge  on  the  most  important  of  all  subjects. 
These  high  ends  the  Word  of  God  proposes,  not  by  imparting 
new  elementary  ideas  to  the  human  mind,  but  by  combining, 
abstracting,  and  variously  modifying  those  which  already  exist, 
in  forms  level  to  common  apprehension.  The  peculiar  notions, 
tlie  far-fetched  and  out-of-the-way  conceptions  of  philosophic 
inventors,  have  no  place  in  the  sacred  volume.  It  deals  exclu- 
sively in  those  obvious,  natural,  and  easy  ideas  and  notions  of 
the  nature  of  things  which  are  common  to  mankind  generally. 
These,  and  these  alone,  are  the  ideas  or  conceptions  which  hu- 
man language,  from  its  very  nature,  can  possibly  render  intel- 
ligible or  useful  to  the  mass  of  mankind.  These  therefore  alone 
constitute  the  meaning  of  that  book  which  is  designed  for  their 
instruction.  We  are  brought  then  to  this  important  and  irref- 
utable principle  in  deciding  the  meaning  of  the  sacred  Scrip- 
tures—  that  the  meaning  must  not  include  any  unusual  phUos- 
ophy^  hut  must  exclude  it^  and  he  confined  7nost  rigidly  to  those 
eUmenfary  id4ias  or  conceptions  of  the  nature  of  things  which 
are  formed  hy  the  common  mind. 

In  view  of  this  principle,  we  now  ask  whether  the  doctrine 
of  infant  depravity,  at  the  precise  moment  of  birth,  in  any  of 
its  forms,  ever  entered  the  common  mind  as  one  of  its  obvious 
and  natural  conceptions  ?  Laying  aside  all  the  speculations  of 
philosophic  minds,  and  all  the  theories  devised  for  controver- 
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gial  purposes,  is  it  a  natural,  obvious,  common  conception  of 
tlic  liuman  mind,  that  infants  are  sinners  at  the  precise  instant 
of  birth,  by  voluntarily  transgressing  known  law,  and  this  as 
an  essential  property  of  the  soul ;  or  by  having  sin  either  cre- 
ated or  propagated  in  them  as  a  constitutional  propensity  of 
the  mind,  like  our  constitutional  propensity  for  food  or  drink ; 
or  by  committing,  as  one  and  the  same  moral  being  with  Adam, 
the  self-same  sin  which  he  committed  ?  Would  either  of  tliese 
notions  or  conceptions  ever  have  entered  the  head  of  any  plain 
man  of  ordinary  understanding?  Would  such  a  man  ever 
think  or  conceive  that  mental  acts  are  mental  properties,  any 
more  than  that  all  causes  and  effects  are  identical ;  or  that  con- 
stitutional propensities  are  sinful  any  more  than  bodily  mem- 
bers ;  or  that  we  committed  Adain's  first  sin  by  being  one  with 
him,  any  more  than  that  he,  by  virtue  of  the  same  connection, 
committed  all  our  sins  ?  Does  that  Book  which  is  designed  to 
instruct,  reform,  and  save  mankind,  thus  depart  from  the  track 
and  range  of  human  thought,  and  confound  and  perplex  all 
sober  sense  and  sound  reason  ? 

With  these  views  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  Scriptures, 
the  language  of  the  book  is,  as  we  should  expect  it  would  be, 
in  perfect  accordance.     We  proceed  then  to  say. 

In  the  second  place,  ^Aa^  tJui  language  of  the  Bible- is  to  he 
interpreted^  iiot  to  the  letter  in  defiance  of  the  plain  dictates  of 
sound  reason  and  common  sense  /  not  mith  the  minute  accuracy 
of  philosophic  statement  or  verbal  exactness  y  hut  only  vnth  that 
degree  of  precision  which  pertains  to  all  popular  speech  and 
writing^  and  which  the  nature  oftlie  subject^  the  connectioriy  and 
other  circumstances  determine.  The  book  which  we  call  the 
Scriptures  was  written  chiefly  by  plain  men,  and  was  addressed 
to  plain  men.  While  tlierefore  it  deals  in  the  generalities  of 
popular  truth,  it  also  of  necessity  adopts  popular  language.  It 
adopts  it,  with  all  its  remoteness,  so  far  as  mere  words  are  con- 
cerned, from  technical  and  philosophic  precision.  For  the 
most  part  the  sacred  writers  are  even  careless  of  every  thing, 
except  so  to  exhibit  truth  as  to  secure  its  influence  on  the  pop- 
ular mind.  Provided  their  general  meaning,  or  more  correctly, 
some  general  comprehensive  truth,  be  clearly  and  impressively 
presented,  it  betrays  no  concern  to  guard  against  captious  ob- 
jections, subtle  misconstructions,  nor  even  verbal  incongruities. 
Words,  so  to  speak,  with  them  are  nothing.    Meaning  is  every 
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thing.  If  this  be  obvioiiB,  true,  consistent,  important,  their 
object  is  attained.  Accordingly  they  present  the  weightiest 
trutlis  in  popular  forms  of  speech,  and  commit  them,  though  at 
the  risk  of  being  perverted  and  explained  away,  to  the  sound 
discretion  and  honest  simplicity  of  the  reader.  Nor  is  the  pop- 
ular language  of  the  Bible  the  least  of  those  circumstantial 
proofs  which  confirm  its  divine  origin.  Instruction  in  this  form 
is  obviously  best  fitted  to  the  great  end  for  which  a  revelation 
18  given ;  and  while  an  honest  mind,  aided  by  its  previous  knowl- 
edge of  things,  and  guided  by  that  incidental  evidence  which 
always  attends  the  use  of  such  language,  will  be  sure  to  dis- 
cover its  actual  import,  the  very  structure  of  popular  language 
precludes  all  other  safeguards  against  misconstruction.  The 
law  which  governs  its  interpretation  is  emphatically  common 
law — ^law  which  results  from  no  statute  enactments  or  arbitrary 
dictation  of  any  man  or  any  body  of  men.  It  is  the  law  of 
custom,  the  law  of  usage — ^law  which  is  generally  understood 
and  successfully  applied  in  the  language  of  common  life — ^law 
which  conducts  the  honest  mind  to  infallible  results,  and  which 
is  therefore  clothed  with  infallible  authority.  To  interpret  the 
Scriptures  then  with  the  minuteness  of  special  pleading,  or  with 
the  precision  of  philosophic  or  technical  phraseology, — to  press 
the  language  to  the  letter,  or  to  the  utmost  precision  of  meaning 
which  the  mere  words  will  bear,  and  thus  to  violate  the  law  of 
common  usage — is  an  outrage  on  the  dignified  simplicity  of  the 
Word  of  Qod  from  which  every  well-informed  and  candid  mind 
must  revolt 

In  confirmation  of  these  views  of  the  subject  we  might  ap- 
peal to  the  highest  authorities.  Tlie  great  principle  of  Emesti, 
ne  rcsecemus  ad  vivum — do  not  cut  to  the  quick — a  principle,  the 
violation  of  which  has  brought  more  dishonor  upon  the  Word 
of  God  than  every  other  false  mode  of  interpretation,  applies 
here.  Mr.  Burke,  than  whom  there  is  not  a  more  competent 
judge,  says,  "  I  do  not  conceive  you  to  be  of  that  sophistical, 
captious  spirit,  or  of  that  uncandid  dullness,  as  to  require  for 
every  general  observation  or  sentiment,  an  explicit  detail  of  the 
correctives  and  exceptions  which  reason  will  presume  to  be  in- 
cluded in  all  the  general  propositions  which  come  from  a  rea- 
sonable man."  We  have  still  higher  authority.  Paul  himself 
once  found  occasion,  in  the  character  of  an  interpreter,  to  recog- 
nize and  apply  the  very  principle  for  which  we  are  contending. 
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"  But  when  he  saith, '  all  things  are  put  under  him,'  it  is  manifest 
that  he  18  excepted  who  did  put  all  things  under  him."  As  if 
he  had  said,  the  language  is  not  to  be  interpreted  to  the  letter. 
Keason  and  common  sense  decide  that  the  exception,  though 
not  specified  in  words,  is  to  be  made. 

But  let  us  appeal  to  the  language  of  the  Scriptures  itself. 
*'  Let  the  dead  bury  their  dead"  (Matt.  viii.  22).  ''  God  did 
tempt  Abraham"  (Gen.  xxii.  1).  "  Neither  tempteth  he  any 
man"  (Jas.  i.  13).  "  By  the  works  of  the  law  shall  no  flesh  be 
justified"  (Gal.  ii.  IG).  "  Was  not  Abraham  our  father  justified 
by  works?"  &c.  "Was  not  Rahab  the  harlot  justified  by  works?" 
(Jas.  ii.  21,  25).  "  As  having  nothing,  yet  possessing  all  things" 
(  2  Cor.  vi.  10).  "  Whosoever  shall  keep  the  whole  law  aod 
yet  ofi*end  in  one  point,  is  guilty  of  all"  (Jas.  ii.  10).  "  And 
she  was  a  widow  who  departed  not  from  the  temple,  but  served 
God  with  fastings  and  prayers  night  and  day.  And  she,  com- 
ing in  at  that  instant,  gave  thanks,"  &c.  (Luke  ii.  37,  38)  These 
passages  are  cited  as  specimens  of  scriptural  usage  which  show 
beyond  all  question,  that  the  language  of  the  Bible  is  not  to 
be  interpreted  to  the  letter.  Indeed  no  other  book  probably 
would  suflfer  so  much  as  this  from  this  mode  of  interpretation. 
The  reason  is,  that  it  is  written  pre-eminently  in  the  language 
of  common  life — in  language  of  great  looseness  so  far  as  mere 
words  are  concerned,  and  in  the  interpretation  of  which  the 
reliance,  instead  of  being  on  words  merely,  must  be  chiefly  on 
the  connection,  the  nature  of  the  subject,  and  on  those  diversi- 
fied circumstances  which  decide  the  meaning.  Is  then  the 
meaning  of  this  language  obscure  or  doubtful  if  Not  at  all. 
Are  these  real  contradictions,  i.  e.,  contradictions  in  the  mean- 
ing ?  By  no  means.  Let  the  real  meaning  of  any  two  pas- 
sages, or  of  any  single  passage  containing  a  verbal  incongruity, 
be  ascertained,  as  it  easily  may  be,  and  we  always  find  a  per- 
fect harmony  of  import.  But  how  shall  such  consistency  be 
made  out  if  we  interpret  to  the  letter  ?  How  is  this,  if  with  a 
"  sophistical,  captious  spirit,"  or  with  "  uncandid  dullness,"  wi 
cut  to  the  quick^  gi^i"g  ^o  every  word  the  utmost  meaning  it 
will  possibly  bear  ?  In  the  passages  just  cited,  we  shonld  have 
literally  dead  men  required  to  bury  literally  dead  men  ;  God 
tempting  no  man,  and  yet  tempting  Abraham  ;  absolute  pov- 
erty, and  yet  the  possession  of  all  things  ;  a  man  keeping  iM 
if^hoU  law,  and  yet  in  one  respect  not  keeping  it,  and  thus  not 
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keeping  it  in  any  respect;  a. woman  who  never  departed  from 
the  temple,  coming  into  it,  and  engaged  in  fasting  and  prayer 
without  sleeping  night  or.  day  dm'ing  her  life.  If  all  this  is 
ridiculous,  it  only  shows  what  the  principle  of  interpretation  is 
from  which  it  results. 

When  however  we  speak  of  the  want  of  philosophic  preci- 
sion in  the  language  of  the  Scriptures,  we  are  sure  to  excite 
alarm  and  call  forth  contradiction,  Tlie  very  men  who  never 
fail  to  appeal  to  the  same  fact  when  they  have  occasion  to  ex- 
pose the  errors  of  others,  deny  and  execrate  it  when  turned 
agaiiifit  tlieir  own  favorite  opinions.  We  are  at  once  told,  "  if 
the  language  of  the  Scriptures  is  to  be  interpreted  with  such 
indefiniteness  and  want  of  precision,  then  its  import  becomes 
altogether  uncertain,  nothing  can  be  decided  respecting  it  with 
confidence,  and  every  one  is  left  to  give  what  meaning  he  will 
to  the  sacred  oracles."  We  might  answer  to  this,  that  if  these 
formidable  consequences  follow  from  the  want  of  rigid  and 
exact  verbal  precision  in  the  language  of  the  Bible,  still  th6 
fact  itself  is  undeniable  and  notorious — so  notorious,  that  the 
refutation  of  the  present  charge  is  called  for  only  because  per- 
verseness  can  make  it,  and  because  ignorance  and  credulity 
can  be  imposed  on  when  it  is  made. 

But  the  charge  is  groundless.  For  what  is  this  so-called  irv- 
dejiniteness  of  popular  language,  which  is  deemed  so  portent- 
ous to  the  cause  of  truth  ?  It  is  not  indefiniteness  in  respect  to 
any  thing — not  in  respect  to  one  idea  which  is  of  the  least  im- 
portance to  be  expressed  or  determined  by  the  use  of  such  lan- 
guage. The  only  possible  pretense  is,  either  that  the  language 
does  not  express  something  of  which  we  know  nothing, — or 
something  wliich  is  absolutely  of  no  moment  in  regard  to  the 
object  or  end  of  speaking  or  writing,  and  therefore  not  worth 
expressing, — or  which  no  one  can  be  rationally  supposed  to 
think  of,  and  the  very  expression  of  which  would  be  so  entirely 
useless  or  unnecessary,  as  to  disgrace  the  writer  and  to  insult 
the  reader  by  supposing  tliat  he  had  not  the  requisite  discern- 
ment and  integrity  to  make  the  proper  exceptions  and  limita- 
tir»ns.  And  what  if  such  indefiniteness  does  belong  to  the 
language  of  common  use,  and  to  that  of  the  Bible  ?  Is  there 
therefore  nothing  definitely  said,  when  all  is  said  which  is 
worth  saying,  and  said  too  with  all  the  precision  of  meaning 
which  is  requisite  to  the  ends  of  popular  speech  or  writing! 
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Indeed  what  higher  degree  of  prcciBion  is  either  desirable  or 
practicable  ? .  How  could  the  great  purposes  of  language  be 
answered,  if  every  conceivable  exception  or  qualification  per- 
taining to  the  common  forms  of  expression  were  to  be  formally 
specified  ?  Wliat  if,  in  speaking  of  some  general  characteristic 
of  man,  or  of  a  nation,  we  should  always  encumber  our  state- 
ments with  the  exceptions  and  qualifications  wliich  the  case  of 
some  individual  man,  woman,  child,  or  new-born  infant  might 
require,  if  truth  to  the  letter  were  requisite  ?  What  if  we  may 
never  name  the  date  of  any  great  event  in  this  world,  nor  even 
that  of  its  creation,  unless  we  specify  the  precise  instant,  even 
the  indivisible  moment,  in  which  the  event  occurred  ?  What 
if  we  could  never  give  the  hour  of  the  day  with  sufficient  pre- 
cision and  truth,  without  specifying  minutes,  seconds,  and  half- 
seconds  ?  And  wnll  any  one  gravely  say,  that  in  these  common 
forms  of  expression  there  is  an  objectionable  indefiniteness, — a 
want  of  precision  which  renders  the  import  uncertain,  and  de- 
feats the  very  end  for  which  language  is  used  ?  But  is  it  so  ? 
Is  there  even  the  least  indefiniteness  or  uncertainty  in  regard 
to  the  meaning,  and  all  the  meaning  which  the  writer  designs 
to  express?  Is  not  what  he  intends  to  say,  and  what  he  does 
not  intend  to  say,  as  obvious  to  the  candid  and  discerning,  as 
had  he  stated,  explained,  qualified,  and  expounded  after  the 
manner  of  a  plea  in  chancery  ?  Would  this  expedient  of  cum- 
brous additions  have  rendered  the  meaning  more  precise,  def- 
inite, or  obvious?  Is  it  not  as  accurately  conveyed,  both  neg- 
atively and  positively,  as  it  can  be  by  any  other  use  of  words  i 
We  think  even  more  so ;  especially  to  the  popular  mind.  If 
we  appeal  to  facts,  we  find  that  no  other  use  of  language  is 
exempt  from  misapprehension  to  such  an  extent  among  mau- 
kind  generally.  The  moment  a  writer  departs  from  ordinary 
usage  by  his  definitions,  qualifications,  and  exceptions,  the 
common  reader,  if  he  is  not  lost  in  the  labyrinth,  is  led  to  in- 
terpret by  dismissing  the  judgments  of  common  sense — those 
conceptions  of  things  which  are  common  to  the  human  mind, 
and  which  constitute  the  surest  possible  criteria  of  the  import  of 
language,  together  with  all  the  ordinary  circumstantial  means 
of  ascertaining  the  meaning  of  language ;  and  to  place  his 
dependence  on  mere  words.  He  thus  substitutes  one  of  the 
most  uncertain  and  doubtful  kinds  of  evidence  for  the  highest 
and  best  which  the  nature  of  the  case  admits. 
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We  now  appeal  to  the  usual  forms  of  expression  in  common 
life  and  in  the  Scriptures.  Take  the  following :  Men  reason, 
brutes  do  not.  AU  men  value  their  reputation.  Everybody 
was  there.  All  Europe  was  agitated  by  the  conquests  of  Bona- 
parte. The  French  nation  are  distinguished  for  affability  and 
politeness.  "  Preach  the  Gospel  to  every  creature."  "  Behold, 
the  whole  city  went  out  to  meet  Jesus,  and  besought  him" 
(Matt.  viii.  34,  xxi.  10 ;  Mark  i.  33).  "  And  set  aU  the  city  in 
an  uproar  "  (Acts  xvii.  5,  xxi.  30).  "  Live  peaceably  with  all 
men."  We  entered  on  the  business  as  soon  as  we  met.  "  As 
90on  ds  the  days  of  his  ministration  were  accomplished,  he  de- 
parted to  his  own  house"  (Luke  i.  23).  "  Him  therefore  I  hope 
to  send  presently,  so  soon  as  I  shall  see  how  it  will  go  with  me" 
(Phil.  ii.  23).  He  has  always  sustained  a  bad  character.  He 
was  a  liar  from  the  ieginning.  "  Showed  him  all  the  kingdoms 
of  the  world  in  a  moment  of  time "  (Luke  i v.  5).  "  Our  light 
afflictions  which  are  but  for  a  mxmienV^  "  I  have  guided  her 
[the  widow) //'^wi  my  mother^ s  womV^  (Job  xxxi.  18).  ^^From 
%  child  thou  hast  known  the  holy  Scriptures  (2  Tim.  iii.  15). 

The  reader  will  perceive  that  these  examples  comprise  two 
Forms  of  phraseology — that  the  one  affirms  tmiversality  and  the 
other  describes  tim^  /  and  that  to  ascertain  the  true  mode  of 
interpreting  these  forms  of  expression,  is  to  determine  the  true 
interpretation  of  those  scriptural  texts  which  are  now  under 
discussion. 

How  then  are  the  above  forms  of  expression  to  be  inter- 
preted ?  We  answer,  not  to  the  letter — not  with  metaphysical 
or  verbal  precision.  Let  them  be  reviewed  individually;  and 
let  such  an  interpretation  be  given,  and  how  obvious,  and  how 
flagrant  the  perversion  of  the  language !  One  form  of  expres- 
sion thus  interpreted,  will  assert  that  every  new-born  infant 
reasons, — that  every  new-bom  infant  values  his  reputation, — 
that  every  infant  in  France  is  affable  and  polite, — that  every 
infant  in  Jerusalem  came  out  of  the  city  to  mfeet  Jesus, — that 
Paul  forbade  all  contention  with  infants  at  the  very  instant  of 
birth, — and  that  all  of  this  description  were  actually  engaged 
in  the  uproar  at  Thessalonica  1  The  other  class  thus  inter- 
preted, will  assert,  that  in  a  meeting  of  gentlemen  for  busi- 
ness the  common  salutations  of  civility  were  omitted, — that 
Zacfaarias,  when  his  ministration  ended,  without  one  interven- 
ing act,  mental  or  bodily,  departed  to  his  house, — ^that  Job  be- 
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rnme  tlie  benefactor  of  the  widow  the  instant  in  which  he  was 
horn,  and  that  Timothy  at  the  same  moment  actually  pos- 
Bessed  important  knowledge  of  the  written  Word  of  God! 
More  need  not  be  said  to  show  how  remote  from  all  correct 
usage  of  language,  and  how  repulsive  to  common  sense  and 
sound  reason,  is  this  ad  literam  interpretation  of  the  sacred 
oracles.  We  even  feel  that  we  owe  an  apology  to  our  readers, 
to  be  derived  from  the  "  uncandid  dullness"  of  some  men,  for 
thus  extending  our  refutation  of  such  a  principle. 

The  question  then  returns,  how  are  such  forms  of  expression 
to  be  interpreted?  We  answer,  according  to  the  known  or 
acknowledged  nature  of  the  subject,  and  the  predicate — the 
connection,  and  other  circumstantial  evidence  wliich  may  at- 
tend the  case.  By  these,  in  all  instances  of  the  proper  use  of 
language,  the  meaning  may  be  determined  with  great  facility 
and  entire  success.  In  most  instances,  the  nature  of  the  sub- 
ject and  predicate  will  be  sufficient  for  the  purpose.  Thus 
when  we  are  told  that  certain  men  "  set  all  the  city  in  an  up- 
roar," the  known  incapacity  of  the  new-bom  infant  to  partake 
in  the  tumult  forbids  the  interpretation  which  includes  them 
as  engaged  in  it.  When  Paul  speaks  of  his  light  afflictions 
for  a  moment^  the  known  duration  of  his  sufferings  shows  that 
he  meant  the  whole  of  life.  And  when  Job  represents  himself 
a  benefactor  from  his  mother's  womb,  the  nature  of  the  ease 
shows  that  he  means  from  that  early  period  in  which  the  per- 
formance of  acts  of  kindness  are  supposable. 

To  apply  these  principles  then  to  the  case  before  us.  When 
ic  is  said  that  all  have  sinned,  or  Jews  and  Oentiles  are  oil 
under  sin,  the  language  can  no  more  be  supposed  to  include 
infants  at  the  precise  instant  of  birth,  than  when  it  is  said,  that 
all  men  value  their  reputation,  or  all  men  reason,  &c.  When 
it  is  said  that  "  the  whole  world  is  guilty  before  God,"  the 
language  can  no  more  be  understood  to  include  infants,  than 
when  it  is  said  "  the  whole  city  went  out  to  meet  Jesus,  and 
besought  him,"  &c.  Wlien  it  is  said  that  "the  wicked  are 
estranged  from  the  womb — ^they  go  astray  as  soon  they  be 
born,"  the  language  no  more  predicates  sin  of  infants  at  the 
moment  of  birth,  tlian  Job,  in  the  same  form  of  expression, 
predicates  of  himself  active  beneficence  toward  the  widow  at 
that  instant. 

But  we  shall  be  asked,  how  soon  do  the  Scriptures  on  these 
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principles  decide  that  mankind  sin  ?  Our  answer  is,  as  soon  as 
the  known  or  acknowledged  nature  and  circumstances  of  tlie 
case  will  allow  any  reasonable  man  to  suppose  that  they  can 
siu.  In  our  view,  very  early — so  early,  that  their  first  moral 
character  is  sinful — so  early,  that  God  in  his  Word  has  not 
thought  proper  to  make  any  account  of  the  interval  between 
birth  and  sin,  nor  to  give  us  any  more  definite  knowledge  on 
the  subject. 

The  true  principle  of  interpreting  the  popular  language  of 
the  Scriptures  in  those  passages  in  question  is,  that  all  sin  who 
can  sin,  and  as  soon  as  they  can.  The  importance  of  this  prin- 
ciple in  its  bearing  on  the  denial  of  human  depravity  by  Uni- 
tarians and  others,  compared  with  the  ad  lUera?n  interpretation, 
is  obvious. 

But  we  need  not  say  more  on  this  part  of  the  subject.  All 
we  ask  is,  that  the  question  may  be  fairly  met  on  the  grounds 
where  we  have  placed  it. 
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XL-TOTAL  DEPRAVITY  BY  NATURE.— (Cbn/mwrf). 

Fonrth  objection  to  theory  (oontinaedX  viz.,  that  Infitnts  are  sinners. — Other  sappoaed  Bolp- 
tare  proofs  oxainlneA— (IL)  Argument  from  Justification.— (III.)  From  Regeneration.— (IT.) 
Sanctiflcation  from  the  womb. — (V.)  Destiny  at  death.— (VL)  Argument  from  their  safleriDgs 
and  death.— (VII.)  Argument  from  infant  baptism. — Proofs  against  Inlkot  deprftTity. 

In  the  preceding  lecture  I  began  an  examination  of  the  sup- 
posed proofs  of  infant  depravity,  and  considered  the  principles 
of  interpretation  which  apply  to  the  proof-texts  alleged  in  sup- 
port of  tliis  doctrine.  I  now  propose  to  examine  other  sup- 
posed scriptural  arguments  for  the  depravity  of  infants. 

n.  The  argument  from  Justification  may  be  thus  stated: 
Tlie  Scriptures  teach  that  all  who  are  justified,  are  justified 
through  tlie  blood  of  Christ.  As  none  but  sinners  can  be  jus- 
tified through  the  blood  of  Christ,  it  follows  that  infants  must 
be  sinners,  or  that  they  cannot  be  justified  at  all.  Here  the 
objection  might  be  left,  it  being  as  obvious  that  infants  are  no 
more  included  under  this  universal  necessity,  or  even  thought 
of  in  such  scriptural  declarations,  than  they  are  when  we  are 
required  to  preach  tlie  Gospel  to  every  creature^  or  to  li^Qpe^Jce- 
ably  with  all  inen.  But  tliis  is  not  all.  Infants,  unless  they 
can  helieve^  cannot  be  justified  through  Christ,  even  if  they  are 
sinners.  The  doctrine  is  as  broadly  laid  down  in  the  Scriptures, 
that  faith  is  as  truly  necessary  to  Justification,  as  the  blood  of 
Clirist.  "  He  that  hath  not  the  Son  hath  not  life."  "  He  that 
Cometh  to  God  must  believe,"  &c.  If  it  be  said  that  infants 
are  capable  of  believing  this  concerning  God,  I  have  only  to 
say,  that  if  any  can  receive  this,  and  choose  to  receive  it 
without  any  proof  either  from  reason  or  the  word  of  God,  they 
are  welcome  to  their  faith. 

HI.  The  argument  from  Regeneration  is  substantially  the 
same  as  the  preceding,  deriving  all  its  plausibility  from  the 
universal  forms  of  scriptural  language,  which  any  novice  in 
interpretation  knows  are  not  to  be  construed  as  extending  to 
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ts.  Besides,  what  is  Regeneration  ?  It  is  a  moral  change 
iced  by  the  Spirit  of  God.  It  is,  through  this  divine  infln- 
"  putting  off  the  old  man  and  putting  on  the  new  man  ;" 
leasing  to  do  evil  and  learning  to  do  well ;  it  is  making 
Ives  a  new  heart  and  a  new  spirit — an  intelligent,  free, 
itary  mental  act,  and  none  the  less  so  because  it  is  pro- 
1  by  a  divine  influence.  It  is  therefore  an  act  which  is 
possible  in  the  case  of  infants,  as  tliat  of  faith  or  repent- 
or  of  calculating  an  eclipse.  Besides,  if  we  suppose  it  to 
me  other  change — one  which  may  be  wrought  in  the  in- 
mind — still,  if  actually  wrought,  the  subject  cannot  be 
[  without  faith ;  nor  can  a  change  in  the  structure  of  the 
be  a  moral  change, — a  change  from  holiness  to  sin. 
necessarily  implies  a  degree  of  intelligence  of  which 
ts  are  not  capable,  involving  the  knowledge  of  God,  of 
ature  of  sin  and  of  holiness.  I  ask  tlien,  if  any  infant  as 
—an  infant  bom  at  one  moment  and  dying  the  next — is 
>le  of  such  knowledge,  and  therefore  capable  of  the  change 
1  necessarily  involves  such  knowledge  ? 
.  It  is  claimed  that  some  infants  have  been  sanctified 
the  womhj  and  tin's  is  proof  at  least  of  their  capacity  for 
ess.  This  argument  rests  on  two  false  assumptions, — the 
lat  the  phrase yV<?;/i  the  wojiih  denotes  the  very  moment  of 
;  the  other,  that  saiictlji^d  denotes,  made  the  subject  of 
ess  or  moral  excellence.  The  first  assumption  has  been 
1  to  be  groundless.  Tlie  second  needs  only  a  brief  exam- 
►n.  The  first  text  I  notice  is  in  Jer.  i.  5.  This  is  obvi- 
a  mere  declaration  of  God,  that  lie  had  appointed  or  sep- 
i  Jeremiah,  in  his  divine  purpose,  to  the  oflSce  of  a 
let  before  he  was  born.  (Compare  Gal.  i.  15  ;  vide  Rosen- 
r,  in  loc;  Lev.  xx.  26,  and  xxvii.  21;  vide  Schleusner, 
o^jL.)  Besides,  if  the  passage  teaches  that  he  was  made 
it  teaches  that  he  was  so  before  birth,  and  of  course  he 
lot  bom  a  sinner,  and  could  not  be  regenerated.  Tliere  is 
)ne  exception  to  the  universality  of  the  facts  contended  for. 
other  passage  relied  on  is  Luke  i.  15  (vide  verse  41),  in 
1  John  the  Baptist  is  said  "  to  be  filled  with  the  Holy 
:  even  from  his  mother's  womb."  Here  it  may  be  grant- 
at  "tilled  with  the  Holy  Ghost"  means  regenerated  or 
holy  ;  still  the  phrase  "  from  his  mother's  womb,"  as  we 
shown,  is  indefinite,  and  leaves  the  precise  moment  of 
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time  undecided,  and  at  most  only  shows  that  he  was  regenerated 
in  very  early  life.     (See  Kuinoel,  in  loc.) 

V.  It  is  asked  what  becomes  of  infants,  if  they  die  without 
sin.  I  answer  first,  that  they  are  as  well  off, — that  their  state 
is  as  desirable  if  they  die  without  sm  as  if  they  die  with  sin. 
If  they  sin  at  the  very  moment  of  birth  we  have  no  evidence  of 
their  conversion,  it  being  impossible  to  hold  any  communica- 
tion with  their  minds ;  and  the  Bible  being  silent  as  to  any 
assertion  that  they  are  saved.  Nor  is  this  all.  On  the  scheme 
of  our  opponents  they  are  infallibly  lost,  for  they  are  sinners. 
But  we  have  seen  that  they  cannot  repent,  believe,  or  become 
holy ;  and  the  Scriptures  decide  that  all  sinners  who  do  not 
repent,  believe,  &c.,  must  be  damned.  If  that  large  portion 
of  the  human  race  who  die  in  early  infancy  are  boni  sinners ; 
if  none  of  them  can  be  saved  except  they  repent  and  believe — 
except  they  put  off  the  old  man  and  put  on  the  new — then  how 
many  of  these  are  born,  sin,  die,  and  perish  forever  under  the 
curse  of  God,  before  it  is  possible,  that  with  any  adequate 
knowledge  of  sin,  of  duty,  oiF  God,  or  the  Saviour,  they  should 
renounce  their  iniquity  by  turning  to  God,  or  believe  in  him 
as  a  rewarder  of  those  who  seek  him  ? 

But  a  presumptuous  curiosity  still  asks  what  becomes  of  those 
who  die  in  infancy  ?  I  answer,  a  wise  and  benevolent  God 
disposes  of  them  without  telling  us  how.  Why  should  he  tell 
us  ?  Cui  bono  f  We  have  no  access  to  tlieir  minds,  and  can 
do  nothing  to  instruct  them,  or  in  any  way  to  contribute  to 
their  salvation,  except  in  prayer  and  confidence  to  commend 
them  to  God.  This  we  can  do  whether  we  know  or  not  the 
precise  moment  when  sin  commences  in  the  human  mind.  To 
give  us  knowledge  merely  to  gratify  our  curiosity,  and  espe- 
cially when  by  so  doing,  the  occasion  for  the  high  and  useful 
duties  of  submission  to  his  will,  and  confidence  in  his  gov- 
ernment, would  be  either  impaired  or  taken  away,  is  not 
the  manner  of  God.  That  we  may,  with  unhesitating  confi- 
dence, and  with  prayer  for  his  blessing,  commit  such  children 
to  his  hands,  should  be  the  great,  the  only  object  of  solici- 
tude to  the  Christian  parent.  It  is  certainly  possible  that 
children  who  die  in  infancy,  should,  in  another  state  of  being, 
wake  up  in  angel  purity,  and  their  song  forever  speak  of  the 
grace  that  saved  them  alike  from  the  character  and  the  doom 
of  a  sinful  world. 
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VI.  The  argument  from  the  sufferings  and  death  of  infants 
is  briefly  this, — that  suffering  and  death  are  the  consequences  of 
sin  in  the  subject,  and  therefore  infants  are  sinners.  In  sup- 
port of  the  principle  that  all  earthly  calamities,  and  especially 
death,  are  the  consequence  of  sin  in  the  subject,  the  following 
texts  are  cited.  Tlie  words  of  Eliphaz  in  Job  iv.  7,  "  Who  ever 
perished,  being  innocent  ?"  and  Rom.  v.  12.  The  latter  passage 
I  shall  consider  hereafter.  The  former  is  not  a  divine  declara- 
tion, though  I  hesitate  not  to  admit  the  truth  of  it  in  real  im- 
port. I  only  say.  respecting  it,  that  it  is  one  of  those  universal 
forms  of  expression,  in  which  the  speaker  had  no  thought  of 
an  infant.  Again,  the  principle  which  constitutes  the  premise 
of  the  present  argument  is  contradicted  by  our  Saviour  in 
John  ix.  2,  3.  Here  it  is  plainly  asserted  that  this  great  calam- 
ity was  not  on  account  of  the  sin  of  tlie  unhappy  subject  of  it. 

That  the  death  of  children  in  infancy  is  no  evidence  of  tlieir 
becoming  sinners  at  birth,  is  decisively  shown  by  the  fact  that 
they  die  bifore  birth.  If  it  be  said  that  they  sin  before  birth, 
then  the  doctrine  that  they  first  sin  at  birth  is  given  up.  And 
not  only  so,  but  that  they  sin  before  birth  is  denied  by  Paul, 
Horn.  ix.  11.  If  now  it  be  said  that  they  are  not  human  beings 
before  birth,  I  answer,  that  in  the  language  of  the  Scriptures 
and  of  all  other  usage,  they  are.  The  Mosaic  law  j'egarded 
the  killing  of  an  infant  before  birth  as  shedding  man's  blood, 
and  so  do  the  laws  of  every  civilized  people.  Paul  calls  them 
children  before  they  are  born. 

But  it  is  claimed  in  this  argument,  that  the  object  of  Paul 
in  Rom.  v.  12,  is  to  teach  that  sin  is  as  universal  as  death 
among  human  beings,  and  that  we  have  no  warrant  for  deny- 
ing the  absolute  universality  of  sin,  in  view  of  the  absolute 
universality  of  death.  I  might  say  that  even  death  is  not  abso- 
lutely universal  in  this  world,  for  Enoch  and  Elijah  did  not 
die.  But  not  to  insist  on  this,  I  readily  admit  that  if  we  have  7io 
warrant  for  denying  the  absolute  universality  of  sin,  viz.,  in  the 
case  of  infants,  then  the  above  reasoning  would  be  valid.  But 
we  have  such  a  warrant,  as  we  have  suflSciently  shown, — one 
which  obliges  us  to  make  the  exception  in  the  case  of  infants. 
But  I  shall  show  hereafter,  that  the  apostle  in  this  passage, 
neither  spoke  of  the  death  nor  of  the  sin  of  infants ;  that  he 
had  not  a  thought  respecting  them. 

VII.  The  argument  from  infant  baptism  claims  that  baptism 
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is  proof  of  the  sin  of  the  subject.  On  this  assumption  the 
argument  entirely  depends.  I  answer  then,  that  baptism,  as  a 
divine  ordinance,  affords  no  such  proof. 

First.  Christ  was  baptized,  though  not  a  sinner.  Tliis  is  de- 
cisive that  the  ordinance,  as  such,  does  not  prove  sin  in  the 
subject.  If  it  be  said  that  this  was  a  peculiar  baptism,  a  cere- 
mony of  consecration  to  his  priestly  office,  I  answer,  this  is 
gratuitous.  But  whatever  it  was,  the  rite  was  administered  to 
him  as  fulfilling  all  righteousness.  Baptism  then,  in  some 
cases  and  for  some  purposes,  may  be  administered  without  pre- 
vious sin  in  its  subject.     I  therefore  remark — 

Secondly,  that  whether  baptism  is  a  proof  of  sin  in  its  sub- 
ject, depends  wholly  on  what  it  is,  or  on  the  reason  or  end  of 
its  administration  in  the  particular  instance  or  instances  in 
which  it  is  administered.  If  administered  in  one  case  with  a 
specific  design  or  reference  in  that  case,  and  not  with  the  same 
design  in  others,  then  it  is  in  each  instance  just  what  it  is  in 
that,  and  it  is  no  more.  Now  we  know  that  it  was  not  ad- 
ministered in  the  case  of  the  Saviour  with  any  reference  to  sin 
in  the  subject.  Again :  we  know  that  in  the  case  of  adult 
believers  it  was  administered  with  another  design,  viz.,  as  a 
sign  of  the  remission  of  sins,  and  of  course  that  in  these  in- 
stances it  is  proof  of  sin  in  the  subject.  Now  where  is  the 
proof  that  it  is  administered  to  infants  with  the  same  design, 
or  that  it  is  the  same  thing  in  their  case  as  when  admin- 
istered to  adult  believers  ?  I  say  there  is  no  evidence  on  this 
point.  There  is  decisive  proof  to  the  contrary,  as  our  oppo- 
nents themselves  must  admit  on  their  principles;  for  they 
concede  that  it  is  not  the  sign  of  Regeneration  or  of  remis- 
sion of  sin  in  the  case  of  infants.  Of  course  it  is  not  in  one  in- 
stance what  it  is  in  the  other.  (Vide  Morus,  vol.  ii.  p.  517.) 
And  this  utterly  destroys  the  argument.  Nor  is  this  all.  What 
is  baptism  in  infants,  when  it  is  once  conceded  that  it  is  not  a 
sign  of  remission  of  cin  or  of  Regeneration  ?  Why,  say  our  op- 
ponents, it  is  a  sign  that  they  need  remission  and  Regeneration 
as  sinners,  i.  e.,  it  is  a  sign  of  their  sinfulness.  And  is  it  sol 
Have  we  such  an  ordinance  from  God  f  Has  he  appointed  the 
very  emblem  of  purity  as  the  sign  of  impurity  and  corruption  I 
Tliis  is  incredible.  Or  if  it  be  said  that  it  is  not  a  sign  of  moral 
impurity,  but  of  the  necessity  of  moral  purity,  then  I  ask  for 
the  proof.     What  right  has  any  man  without  warrant  to  nnfold 


SCRIPTURAL   ARGUMENT.  239 

the  import  of  such  an  ordinance  in  a  manner  so  entirely  arbi- 
trary ?  Besides,  it  involres  the  subject  in  gross  incongniity. 
In  the  case  of  adults  it  is  a  sign  or  seal  of  what  is  ;  in  that  of 
infants  it  is  not,  nor  yet  even  a  sign  of  what  will  he^  but  only 
a  sign  of  what  need  he;  and  yet  no  more  a  sign  of  what  need 
be  in  that  class  of  children  than  in  all  others.  In  adults  it  dis- 
tinguishes one  class  from  another  in  view  of  a  difference.  In 
infants  it  distinguishes,  if  at  all,  one  class  from  another  with- 
out denoting  a  difference.  Surely  all  this  is  arbitrary,  and  said 
for  a  purpose  of  defending  a  favorite  opinion. 

But  what  is  infant  baptism,  and  what  does  it  denote  or  sig- 
nify ?  I  answer,  and  this  on  the  principle  of  my  opponents, 
as  exhibited  in  all  their  formulas  of  doctrine — baptism  has  one 
general,  common  character,  viz.,  it  is  a  sign  and  seal  of  a  cov- 
enant. This  I  suppose  it  was  in  all  cases.  In  that  of  adult  be- 
lievers, it  is  admitted  to  come  in  the  place  of  circumcision,  and 
the  apostle  virtually  declares  it  to  be  such  a  seal  when  he  says 
Abraham  received  the  sign  of  circumcision — a  seal  of  the  right- 
eousness of  the  faith,  &c.  (Rom.  iv.  11).  Thus  it  is  a  rite 
which  certifies  the  validity  of  the  covenant,  and  in  all  its  par- 
ticular promises.  As  applied  to  believers,  it  signifies  the  ful- 
fillment of  those  promises  in  them  which  respect  tliem  as  adult 
believers.  As  applied  to  the  infant  children  of  believers,  it 
signifies  the  validity  of  the  promises  which  respect  them.  Com- 
prehensively, the  promise  which  respects  them  is,  that  of  this 
class  of  children  God  will  perpetuate  a  spiritual  seed  in  the 
world,  and  each  baptized  child  is  thus  exhibited  as  one  of  this 
class ;  his  baptism  is  the  sign  of  this  fact,  and  the  seal  of  this 
promise,  and  this  is  all  that  it  is. 

I  come  now  to  the  scriptural  argument  against  Infant  De- 
pravity.* 

Tlie  only  importance  of  this,  is  to  show  that  sin  consists  in 
free  moral  action,  by  the  removal  of  an  objection  drawn  from 
this  source.  The  doctrine  of  infant  depravity  exposes  the  Bi- 
ble to  the  sneei-s  of  Infidels,  and  to  its  rejection  by  men  of  in- 
telligence and  reason.  I  allege  the  case  of  the  child  Imman- 
uel  (Is.  vii.  15,  16 ;  viii.  4).  "  Before  the  child  shall  know  to 
refuse  the  evil,"  &c. ;  "  have  knowledge  to  cry,  my  father." 
Here  is  one  child  at  least  who,  till  about  three  years  old,  was  not 

o  From  the  MS.  notes  of  a  pupU. 
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to  know  good  from  evil.  If  it  refers  to  Jesus,  then  a  portion  of 
the  race,  other  children,  cannot  know  and  cannot  have  sinned. 
There  are  passages  in  which  childi'en  are  spoken  of  as  "not 
knowing  good  from  evil."  "'  Your  children  which  in  that  day 
had  no  knowledge  between  good  and  evil"  (Dent.  i.  39).  To 
this  some  object  that  it  may  mean  that  particular  sin  for  which 
others  were  excluded  from  Canaan.  There  is  no  indication 
that  this  was  meant ;  but  we  will  allow  them  to  adhere  to  their 
literal  interpretation,  '  no  knowledge  of  good  and  evil.'  Agaio, 
Jonah  iv.  11:  ''And  should  not  I  spare  Nineveh,  that  great 
city,  wherein  are  more  than  six-score  thousand  persons  that 
cannot  distinguish  between  their  right  hand  and  their  left,  be- 
sides much  cattle?"  It  is  objected,  'there  could  not  be  so 
many  infants  in  one  city."  There  could  be  in  those  times  and 
regions,  for  the  population  exceeded  all  that  we  see  in  modem 
times.  In  this  passage  then,  God  is  giving  Jonah  a  reason  why 
he  spared  Nineveh.  What  logic  is  it  to  say,  that  he  spared  it 
because  there  were  one  hundred  and  twenty  thousand  persons 
in  it  who  desenjcd  punishment  ?  The  weight  of  the  reason  con- 
sisted in  their  innocence.  There  are  passages  in  which  infants 
are  called  innocent  Jer.  ii.  34 :  "  In  thy  skirts  is  found  the 
blood  of  the  souls  of  the  poor  innocents."  Ps.  cvi.  38 :  "  hi- 
nocent  blood,"  &c.,  of  souls,  &c.,  sacrificed.  Jer.  xix.  4. 
2  Kings  xxi.  16.  But  the  last  does  not  certainly  mean  infants. 
It  may  mean  pure,  free  from  blame,  or  clear,  free,  quit  from 
an  obligation.  On  what  ground  will  they  pronounce  tlies^  in- 
fants, whom  inspiration  characterizes  as  innocents,  deserving 
of  eternal  death  ?  Do  they  say  it  means  comparatively  inno- 
cent ?  Let  them  adhere  to  a  UUral  interpretation.  Passages 
which  speak  literally  of  the  time  when  sin  begins,  seem  to  me 
to  be  very  indefinite.  Such  as  speak  of  going  "  astray  from 
the  womb"  are  evidently  figurative.  But  Gen.  viii.  21 :  "The 
imagination  of  man's  heart  is  evil  from  his  youth,"  &c. 
Y(Mth  is  a  period  of  very  indefinite  length.  All  we  can  say 
is,  they  sin  very  early. 
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XII.— CONSEQUENCES  OF  ADAM'S   SIN   TO   HIS   POSTERITY,  AND  THE 
CONNECTION  BETWEEN  THAT  SIN  AND  THESE  CONSEQUENCES. 

Sabject  dirided  into  two  pmrta. — L  The  fkct  of  a  connection.— Oeneral  statement  variously  modi* 
fled.->Provc<l  (1,)  by  namtlre  in  Oonesi&— Also  by  the  assertions  In  Romans  ▼.  12, 18, 19.— II. 
Mode  of  connection  — It  fs  not  true  (1,)  tliat  Adam's  posterity  are  created  with  a  ftlnful  nature, 
nor  {%)  that  tiiej  are  guilty  of  his  sin.— The  doctrine  involves  absurdity,  injustice,  and  is  unsup- 
ported by  the  Scriptures.— The  principle  is  denied  in  the  Scriptures. — Not  guilty  of  his  sin  by 
b«ing  counted  as  one  with  him,  through  a  sovereign  act  of  Qod. — Nor  by  putative  act  of  Qod.— 
Biblical  Repertory  and  Christian  Spectator. 

That  sin  and  death,  with  that  class  of  evils  to  which  in  this 
world  our  race  were  doomed  after  the  apostasy,  come,  in  con- 
eeqnence  of  Adam's  sin,  on  his  posterity,  is  an  opinion  almost 
universally  received  by  believers  in  Divine  revelation.  The 
more  particular  consequence,  viz.,  the  sinfulness  of  his  pos- 
terity, is  that  respecting  which  there  has  been  great  diversity 
of  opinion,  and  which  now  claims  our  particular  attention. 

The  subject  naturally  divides  itself  into  two  parts,  viz.  : 

I.  The  fact  that  the  sinfulness  of  mankind  is  in  consequence 
of  the  sin  of  Adam ;  and — 

n.  The  mode  of  connection  between  his  sin  and  this  conse- 
quence. 

I  propose- 


I.  To  prove  the  fact,  that  the  sinfulness  of  mankind  is  in 
consequence  of  the  sin  of  Adam. 

Those  wlio  have  maintained  this  general  form  of  the  fact 

have  frequently  connected  with  it  specific  statements,  which 

in  my  \'iew  the  Scriptures  do  not  authorize.     Thus  it  has  been 

confidently  asserted,  that  had  our  first  parents  not  sinned,  sin 

and  death  would  never  have  entered  the  world, — ^that  the  death 

of  mankind  is  to  be  considered  as  exclusively  the  consequence 

of  Adam's  sin,  and  in  no  respect  the  consequence  of  their  own, 

80  that  all  meh  would  die  though  they  were  sinless  or  holy, — 

that  had  the  penalty  of  the  law  which  Adam  transgressed  been 

executed  according  to  the  strict  principle  of  Moral  Govem- 
16  11 
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ment  and  exact  letter  of  the  law,  Adam  would  have  had  no 
posterity. 

I  advert  to  these  opinions  chiefly  for  the  purpose  of  remark- 
ing, that  caution  is  requisite  in  this  case,  as  in  most  others,  lest 
we  give  to  the  general  forms  of  script nral  language  a  more 
particular  meaning  tlian  they  are  designed  to  convey.  It  is,  if 
I  mistake  not,  from  the  want  of  this  that  most  of  the  theologi- 
cal controversy  in  the  Church  arises,  and  especially  on  the 
subject  now  under  consideration. 

It  will  he  admitted  by  those  from  whom  I  may  differ  on  the 
topics  just  stated,  that  the  language  of  the  Scriptures,  at  least 
80  far  as  words  or  forms  of  statement  are  concerned,  gives  us 
only  the  general  fact,  that  the  sinfulness  of  mankind  is  in  con- 
sequence of  the  sin  of  Adam,  But  it  is  maintained  that  this 
general  form  implies  the  other  more  particular  facts.  This  I 
deny.  It  may  be  true,  that  God  determined  that  if  Adam  sin- 
ned, his  })osterity  should  be  sinners,  and  also,  that  had  Adam 
not  sinned,  some,  or  even  all  of  his  posterity  should  sin.  God 
may  determine  that  the  small-pox  should  be  introduced  into  a 
community  by  one  man ;  and  still  it  may  be  true,  that  were  it 
not  to  be  thus  brought,  it  would  be  introduced  in  some  other 
way.  So  also  it  may  be  true,  that  the  death  of  mankind  is  a 
consequence  indirectly  of  Adams's  sin,  and  directly  a  conse- 
quence of  their  own  sin.  Again,  it  may  be  consistent  with  the 
strictest  principles  of  law  or  Moral  Government,  that  when 
Adam  had  sinned,  God  should  delay  for  a  time,  as  men  do  in 
civil  governments,  the  execution  of  the  penalty,  and  that  our 
first  parents,  even  without  the  system  of  redemption,  should 
have  lived  long  enough  under  a  merely  legal  dispensation,  to 
people  the  earth  with  their  descendants.  K  these  things  are 
so,  tlien  plainly  there  can  be  nothing  to  justify  the  above  spe- 
cific statements  which  are  so  often  made.  Instead  then  of 
adopting  these  conjectural  and  unauthorized  implications,  I 
take  only  this  general  position,  as  that  and  that  only  which  the 
Scriptures  authorize, — that  the  sinfulness  of  mankind  is  in  con^^ 
sequence  of  AdairCs  sin, 

I  proceed  to  support  the  truth  of  this  position  by  the  follow- 
ing proofs.     I  allege — 

1.  The  account  given  by  Moses  of  the  fall  of  our  first  parents, 
and  its  consequences. 

From  this  narrative  we  learn  that  God  designed  that  Adam 
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and  Eve  should  be  the  progenitors  of  a  race.  Gen.  i.  28 : 
"  God  blessed  them  and  said,  *  Be  fruitful,  and  multiply,  and 
replenish  the  earth,  and  subdue  it.' "  The  form  in  which  mar- 
riage is  instituted  plainly  shows  the  same  thing.  "  Tlierefore 
shall  a  man  leave  his  father  and  his  mother,  and  shall  cleave 
unto  his  wife,  and  they  shall  be  one  flesh"  (Gen.  ii.  24).  The 
fifteenth  and  sixteenth  verses  of  the  third  chapter  very  clearly 
show,  that  not  only  the  serpent  but  the  woman  were  acquainted 
with  the  design  of  God  to  people  the  earth  with  human  beings 
as  the  descendants  of  the  first  pair. 

Again :  we  shall  now  see  that  this  narrative  of  Moses  gives 
yet  other  facts,  which  clearly  show  that  sin  and  death,  with 
other  evils,  were  the  consequence  of  the  sin  of  Adam. 

Particulady,  an  economy  of  grace  was  immediately  intro- 
duced as  consequent  on  the  sin  of  Adam ;  it  respected  his 
descendants  as  truly  as  himself,  and  essentially  changed  their 
condition  from  what  it  would  have  been  under  a  merely  legal 
economy.  In  Gen.  iii.  15,  an  economy  of  grace  is  revealed  : 
"  It  shall  bruise  thy  head,  and  thou  shalt  bruise  his  heel."  The 
work  of  the  Redeemer  is  described  by  an  apostle  as  consisting 
in  destroying  him  that  hath  the  power  of  death.  (Vide  Heb. 
ii.  14 ;  1  John  iii.  8.) 

Who  then  can  doubt  that  certain  consequences  of  Adam's 
sin  to  his  posterity  were  the  grounds  in  respect  to  which  this 
economy  of  grace  was  adopted?  Who  can  doubt  as  to  the 
specific  consequence  that  they  were  to  he  sinnet^s^  and  m  this 
character  to  need  a  Saviour  ?  And  yet  who  can  on  this  point 
decide  any  thing  more  specific?  Whether  they  would  or 
would  not  have  sinned  if  Adam  had  not,  who  can  tell?  It 
might  be  true  that  if  he  sinned,  they  would  sin,  and  it  might 
also  have  been  true,  that  had  he  not  sinned,  they  would  not 
have  sinned.  While  then  the  simple  fact,  that  in  consequence 
of  his  sin,  they  would  sin,  is  all  that  can  be  inferred  from  the 
narrative,  this  fact  itself  is  most  clearly  taught. 

Another  fact  consequential  on  the  sin  of  Adam  is,  that  Para- 
dise is  changed  into  a  world  of  thorns  and  briers,  of  toil  and 
pain  and  death.  By  this  change,  it  was  obviously  designed  as 
the  residence  of  a  sinful  race,  and  clearly  indicates  its  charac- 
ter. Again  we  see  not  only  that  the  sinful  character  of  Adam's 
posterity,  but  also  that  these  ills  of  life,  and  death  itself  were  con- 
sequential on  his  sin.    But  who  can  say  any  thing  more  than  this  ? 
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Who  can  decide  from  this  narrative  whether  death  is  or  is  not 
the  consequence  of  Adam's  sin,  exclusively  of  the  sin  of  his 
descendants ;  or  whether  it  is  or  is  not  directly  the  consequence 
of  their  sin,  and  indirectly  of  his,  as  the  latter  is  the  ground 
of  the  certainty  of  the  former  ? 

Another  fact  is  conspicuous  from  this  narrative,  that  deatli 
and  other  evils  consequent  on  Adam's  sin,  both  to  him  and 
his  posterity,  are  not  the  result  of  a  strictly  legal  process. 
If  so  the  economy  of  grace  was  vain,  since  it  accomplished 
nothing.  Deatli,  with  other  earthly  calamities,  does  not  imply 
any  violation  on  the  part  of  the  Lawgiver  of  the  principles  of 
law ;  nor  yet  are  they  what  these  principles  demand  as  the  fuU 
execution  of  the  legal  penalty.  These  evils  are  inflicted  under 
an  economy  of  grace,  and  are  blended  with  manifold  mercies. 
They  were  denounced  subsequently  to  the  establishment  and 
disclosure  of  such  an  economy.  Even  death,  the  greatest  of 
tliem,  may  be,  and  often  is  a  blessing,  being  an  entrance  into 
bliss  eternal.  Death  was  as  truly  destroyed  when  the  promise 
of  redemption  was  made,  as  when  Christ  died ;  i.  e.,  though  an 
evil,  it  was  not  a  penal  evil — it  was  an  evil  as  included  in  a 
system  of  moral  discipline  for  sinners  under  grace ;  it  was  an 
evil,  and  as  such,  a  coiuequence  andjyi^oof  of  sin  and  condem- 
nation, but  not  a  legal  penalty.  These  evils  therefore,  are  not  in- 
flicted on  men,  nor  was  this  implied  in  this  sentence,  in  the  way 
of  legal  process.  They  are  indeed  inflicted  on  sinners  and  on 
those  who  deserve  them,  and  even  still  greater  evils. 

Now  from  all  these  facts  in  the  Mosaic  narrative,  we  una- 
voidably conclude  that  sin  and  death,  with  other  evils,  were  in 
a  most  palpable  and  striking  manner  the  consequence  of 
Adam's  sin.  For  why  this  change  from  the  original  dispensa- 
tion of  law — why  this  economy  of  grace  ?  Why  this  world  of 
thorns  and  briers,  the  appointed  residence  of  a  race  yet  to 
exist?  Why  this  destiny  to  toil  and  pain,  and  sorrow  and 
death,  in  respect  to  all  who  should  live  on  the  face  of  it!  Is 
there  or  is  there  not  some  single  event,  whence  in  some  way 
of  connection  all  this  originated  ?  Ko  one  can  read  the  Mosaic 
hii^tory  and  doubt  that  there  was  such  an  event,  and  tliat  it 
was  the  sin  of  Adam  in  Paradise.  He  must  see  that  the 
grand  object  of  the  historian  was  to  convince  us  that  this  is 
such  a  sinful,  dying  world  as  it  is,  under  the  goyemment  of 
God,  as  the  consequence  of  Adam's  sin. 
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Here  however,  we  must  guard  against  certain  particular  in- 
ferences, which  though  the  narrative  of  Moses  does  not  ex- 
presely  deny,  it  does  not  authorize.  Who  dare  say  it  author- 
izes us  to  assert  that  the  sin  of  Adam  is  the  direct  proxi- 
mate  cause  of  the  sin  of  his  posterity  ?  The  narrative  does  not 
imply  this,  while  the  nature  of  sin  in  man  and  tlie  known 
proximate  cause,  as  previously  explained,  forbid  such  an  in- 
ference. Neither  may  we  infer  as  a  revealed  doctrine,  that 
death  comes  on  men  in  no  sense  for  their  own  sin.  For  had 
not  their  sin  been  certain,  God  might  not  have  doomed  them 
to  certain  death.  If  it  be  said  that  infants  have  no  sin  of  their 
own,  and  therefore  do  not  die  for  their  own  sin  in  any  sense,  I 
answer,  this  may  be  true,  and  yet  the  Scriptures  may  have  used 
that  general  phraseology  which  decides  nothing  respecting  in- 
fants. Tlieir  case  may  have  been  unnoticed,  and  the  Scrip- 
tures have  expressly  decided  in  general  terms  that  men  die  in 
the  character  of  sinners.*  On  this  supposition,  death,  though 
it  comes  in  one  respect  as  the  consequence  of  the  personal  sin 
of  each,  comes  as  a  mark  of  God's  displeasure  with  each — 
comes  as  a  proof  oi  sin  in  each ;  still  as  it  does  not  come  in  the 
way  of  a  strictly  legal  process,  it  may  also  be  connected  with 
Adam's  sin  as  #ell  as  with  their  own. 

In  further  proof  of  our  position  I  allege — 

Kom.  V.  12,  18, 19 :  "  Wherefore  as  by  one  man  sin  entered 
into  the  world,"  &c,  "  Therefore  as  by  the  offense  of  one  (or 
better,  as  by  one  offense),  judgment  came  upon  all  men  to  con- 
demnation." "By  one  man's  disobedience  many  were  made 
(or  became)  sinners."  These  passages  cannot  be  understood 
to  teach  less  than  that  all  mankind  become  sinners  in  conse- 
quence of  Adam's  sin. 

I  now  proceed  to  consider — 

n.  The  mode  of  connection  between  Adam's  sin  and  that  of 
his  posterity. 

It  is  obvious  that  one  thing  may  be  supposed  to  be  the  con- 
sequence of  another  in  many  ways  or  modes  of  consequence, 
and  that  simply  to  aflSrm  that  one  thing  is  hy  another  or  ly 
means  of  it,  or  is  a  consequence  of  it,  decides  nothing  in  re- 
spect to  the  particvlar  mode  of  the  connection.     It  is,  if  I  mis- 


«  The  yery  passage  in  Gen.  iii.  16-19,  itself  shows  that  the  evils  threatened 
respected  noi  in&nts  but  adults. 
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take  not,  in  this  general  and  indefinite  manner  that  the  Scrip- 
tures exhibit  the  connection  between  Adam's  sin,  and  the  sin 
and  death  of  his  posterity.  This  has  given  rise  to  mneh  gratu- 
itous and  unautliorized  speculation ;  and  there  are  few  subjects 
in  theolog}'  in  respect  to  which  the  language  of  Scripture  has 
been  more  unreasonably  pressed,  or  on  which  opinions  so 
groundless  and  absurd  have  been  held  with  bo  much  tenacity. 
Whether  revelation  enables  us  to  answer  every  minute  inquiry 
respecting  the  mode  of  this  connection  or  not,  it  is  believed 
that  from  the  known  nature  of  the  subject,  and  from  what  the 
Scriptures  teach,  we  can  decide  in  the  most  important  respects 
what  this  mode  is  not^  and  also  what  it  is. 
Tliis  I  shall  now  attempt,  remarking — 

1.  Tliat  the  posterity  of  Adam  do  not  become  sinners  as  a 
consequence  of  his  sin,by  being  created  with  a  einfid  ncUure^ 
or  by  having  such  a  nature  conveyed  to  them  by  the  laws  of 
propagation.     Tliis  point  has  been  already  discussed. 

2.  Adam's  posterity  do  not  become  sinners  as  a  consequence 
of  his  sin,  5y  heivf/  guilty  of  his  sin.  This  theory  or  doctrine 
has  been  advocated  under  some  diversity  of  specific  form. 
Some  have  maintained  that  we  are  guilty  of  his  sin  by  traTis- 
fer;  i.  e.,  that  God  in  the  exercise  of  absolmte  sovereignty 
transfers  the  guilt  of  Adam's  sin  to  his  posterity,  without  re- 
spect to  any  personal  acts  or  personal  ill-desert  on  their  part ; 
thus  making  them  guilty  when  otherwise  they  had  been  inno- 
cent. 

Tlie  absurdity  and  injustice  involved  in  this  doctrine  are  its 
sufficient  refutation,  since  they  are  so  palpable  and  gross  that 
we  are  fully  authorized  to  say  a  pri(/ri^  that  the  doctrine  itself 
is  not  to  be  found  in  a  revelation  from  God.  It  is  replete  with 
absurdity,  for  what  greater  can  there  be,  than  that  the  guilt  of 
one  being  should  become  the  guilt  of  another — ^yea  of  the  mil- 
li(^ns  of  his  descendants  to  the  end  of  time?  We  might  ask, 
was  the  whole  or  a  part  of  the  guilt  of  Adam  transferred  t  If 
the  whole,  why  did  he  not  become  innocent  by  the  transfer? 
If  a  part,  how  was  it  divided  between  him  and  them?  Was  it 
equally  or  unequally  divided?  Was  he  as  guilty  as  had  no 
division  been  made,  and  each  of  them  as  guilty  as  he  ?  or  was 
the  portion  of  each  lessened  at  all  by  the  division  ?  I  may 
further  ask,  whether  it  could  be  thus  divided  into  parts,  and 
each  part  be  equal  to  the  whole ;  whether  guilt  like  matter  be 
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infinitely  divisible,  and  even  vrhether  when  divided  into  parts 
as  indefinitely  as  the  supposition  demands,  there  'could  be 
enough  for  all,  and  each  the  object  of  a  just  condemnation  ? 

More  gravely  now  I  ask,  what  is  guilt  ?  What  is  guilt  if*  it 
be  not  a  personal  thing,  pertaining  to  the  action,  and  solely  to 
the  action  of  an  agent  who  acts  ?  Plainly,  if  this  be  not  true 
of  all  that  can  be  called  guilt,  the  human  mind  has  no  concep- 
tion of  it  If  it  be  true  of  all  that  can  be  called  guilt,  then 
the  doctrine  is  chargeable  with  the  contradiction  of  affirming 
that  a  thing  which  is  not  guilt  is  guilt.  There  is  no  escape  from 
this,bat  by  denying  that  guilt  pertains  exclusively  to  the  action 
of  an  agent ;  and  this  is  folly  too  great  to  be  reasoned  with. 

Hie  injustice  which  the  doctrine  imputes  to  God  is  still  more 
revolting.  "  Shall  not  the  Judge  of  all  the  earth  do  right  ?" 
And  is  there  no  appeal  to  the  reason  of  man  in  respect  to  what 
right  is  ?  If  not,  then  why  does  God  himself  so  often  appeal 
to  human  reason  on  this  very  question  ?  Every  such  appeal  is 
an  admission  that  men  do  know  what  right  or  equity  is ;  what 
it  demands  and  what  it  forbids.  K  not,  then  there  is  an  end, 
not  only  to  all  reasonings  and  conclusions  in  theology,  but  to 
all  confidence  in  God.  If  there  be  no  standard  of  right  or 
equity  on  which  human  reason  is  competent  to  decide,  where 
is  our  proof  of  his  justice  or  goodness  ?  How  can  we  reason  or 
judge  at  all  in  respect  to  either  his  character  or  his  government? 
But  if  there  is  such  a  standard,  if  there  is  au  eternal  rule  of 
right  which  human  reason  does  and  must  understand,  and  by 
which  it  must  judge,  or  be  of  no  use  to  man,  then  the  appeal 
is  fairly  made  to  human  reason.  I  ask  then,  what  violation  of 
the  eternal  rule  of  right  more  palpable,  than  to  transfer  the 
guilt  of  one  being  to  another ;  than  to  count  another  guilty, 
and  to  punish  him  for  another's  act  ?  Admit  that  such  a  prin- 
ciple obtains  in  the  moral  administration  of  God,  and  what  are 
the  consequences  ?  He  who  is  not  guilty  becomes  truly  guilty ; 
yea,  he  who  is  holy  may  be  really  and  at  the  same  time  as 
guilty  as  the  guiltiest,  and  be  treated  accordingly.  Such  a 
principle  subverts  every  thing ;  law,  equity,  moral  government, 
moral  character,  in  respect  to  both  God  and  man  are  over- 
thrown, and  the  righteous  as  well  as  the  wicked  have  cause  for 
consternation  and  dismay. 

Again  :  this  doctrine  derives  no  support  from  the  Scriptures. 
Allowing  the  possibility  that  it  should  be  found  in  the  Bible, 
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Ftill  no  passage  can  be  properly  understood  to  teach  it  which 
will  admit  of  any  other  meaning.  Before  a  doctrine  so  revolt- 
ing to  reason  and  common  sense  can  be  palmed  upon  the  Word 
of  God,  it  must  be  shown  that  the  language  cannot  be  inter- 
preted iu  any  otlier  but  the  absurd  meaning,  and  this  I  affirm 
to  be  impossible  in  respect  to  any  passage  cited  to  support  it. 

Further :  the  passages  depended  on  for  the  support  of  this 
doctrine  require  another  import.  They  are  those  which  speak 
of  God's  imputing  sin  and  righteousness.  We  read  that 
"  Abraham  believed  God,  and  it  was  imputed  to  him  for  right- 
eousness," that  is,  his  faith  was  reckoned  as  the  ground  of  favor 
instead  of  perfect  obedience  or  of  righteousness ;  of  course  he 
had  none  by  transfer.  Shimei,  who  deserved  death  for  cursing 
David,  prayed  thus :  "  Let  not  my  lord  impute  iniquity  unto 
me."  Whose  iniquity  ?  Not  another's,  but  plainly  his  own ; 
as  if  he  had  said,  let  me  not  be  punished  as  my  crime  deserves. 
God,  it  is  said,  imputed  sin  to  the  children  of  Korah,  Dathan, 
and  Abiram,  on  account  of  their  father's  sin.  But  I  answer, 
that  there  is  no  more  evidence  that  these  children  were  pun- 
ished/(>r  hfing  guilty  of  their  father'' 8  siriy  than  there  is  in  every 
other  case  in  which  chikb-en  die.  Indeed  their  death,  for  aught 
that  appeal's  to  the  contrary,  may  have  been  to  them  on  the 
whole  a  real  blessing,  and  not  a  punishment,  while  it  was  evil 
to  the  parents,  and  might  subserve  the  useful  purpose  to  others 
to  awe  them  from  similar  crimes. 

Other  examples  are  referred  to,  viz..  Job  xxi.  19 :  "  God  lay- 
eth  up  his  iniquity  for  his  children."  Jer.  xxxii.  18;  1  Sam.  xv. 
1-7,  and  19.  Tliese  are  examples  in  which  certain  evils  coine 
on  those  who  deserve  them  for  their  own  sins,  or  they  are  not. 
If  they  are,  they  have  no  relevance  to  the  question.  K  they 
are  not,  they  are  cases  in  which  the  evils  brought  on  the  chil- 
dren may  be,  on  the  whole,  blessings  to  them.  Another  pas- 
sage is  appealed  to.  Ex.  xx.  5 :  "  Visiting  the  iniquity  of  the 
fatheiTB  upon  the  children  unto  the  third  and  fourth  generation 
of  them  that  hate  me."  (Vide  Emmons'  Ser.,  vol.  i.  p.  305.) 
This  passage  must  be  interpreted  so  that  "  them  that  hate  me" 
shall  be  the  children  thai  hate  rrve^  in  which  case  the  evil  is  de- 
served by  the  children ;  or  it  must  mean  the  children  oijxjureni^ 
who  hate  mcs  in  which  case  the  evils  are  not penal-^  but  may  be 
disciplinary,  as  in  the  case  of  a  drunkard's  children,  to  whom 
certain  evils  consequential  on  his  crimes  may  be  real  blessings. 
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But  the  view  of  this  passage  now  opposed  is  plainly  contra- 
dicted by  the  following  passages :  Deut.  xxiv.  16 ;  2  Kings  xiv. 
6 ;  2  Chron.  xxv.  4 ;  Jer.  xvi.  11, 12, 13. 

Once  more :  this  doctrine  of  transfer  is  explicitly  denied  in 
the  Scriptures.  Ezek.  xviii.  20 :  '^  The  soul  that  sinnet]^^  it  shall 
die."  '*The  son  sliall  not  bear  the  iniquity  of  the  father." 
Vide  also  Jer.  xxxi.  29,  30.  A  more  explicit  recognition  of  in- 
justice in  any  procedure,  than  in  that  of  punishing  children 
for  the  sins  of  their  fathers,  cannot  be  well  conceived ;  nor  a 
more  formal  vindication  from  the  charge  of  injustice  on  the  part 
of  God  be  named.  The  charge  is,  that  an  innocent  posterity 
are  punished  for  the  iniquity  of  the  fathers ;  in  a  proverbial 
fonn  of  expression,  "  The  fathere  have  eaten  sour  grapes,  and 
the  children's  teeth  are  set  on  edge."  The  vindication  by  God 
himself  is  a  point-blank  denial  of  the  fact,  accompanied  with 
the  severe  and  terrible  rebuke,  "  What  mean  ye,  that  ye  use 
this  proverl)  concerning  the  land  of  Israel,  saying.  The  fathers 
have  eaten  sour  grapes?"  &c.  (Ezek.  xviii.  2).  Who  that  reads 
this  chapter  will  dare  to  repeat  such  a  charge  against  God  ? 

Another  form  of  the  doctrine,  that  Adam's  poat^rity  are 
guiU}^  of  his  sirij  and  that  in  which  it  is  taught  by  its  ablest 
advocates,  is,that  Adam's  posterity,  by  the  sovereign  constitu- 
tion of  God,  are  one  with  Adam,  and  thus  are  truly  and  prop- 
erly considei^ed  as  acting  in  his  act;  and  so  committing  one 
and  the  same  sin  which  Adam  committed.  Tliis  theory  is 
encumbered  with  absurdities,  and  involves  imputations  on  the 
Divine  character  not  less  revolting  than  those  which  pertain  to 
the  theory  of  transfer.  If  we  are  one  in  Adam,  and  so  guilty 
of  his  sin,  then  also  was  Adam  one  with  us  and  guilty  of  our 
sins ;  and  without  saying  what  a  monster  of  iniquity  this  rep- 
resentative of  the  human  race  must  be,  having  committed  each 
and  every  sin  that  has  been  and  shall  be  perpetrated  from  the 
beginning  to  the  end  of  time,  the  question  naturally  arises, 
whether  we  have  in  fact  any  sin  at  all  to  answer  for,  since  all 
sins  were  committed  by  our  common  father.  Or  if  it  be  said, 
and  this  is  said^that  Adam  and  his  descendants  are  one  complex 
person,  one  moral  whole^  then  how  much  sin  pertains  to  each 
according  to  an  equitable  distribution  among  the  parts  ?  And 
further,  it  would  seem  that  in  the  dispensation  of  |)uni6hment 
or  pardon*  this  same  moral  whole  must  share  alike  in  the  calam- 
ity and  the  blessing ;  i.  e.,  so  much  sin  as  is  punished  must  be 
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BO  pimiBhed  in  the  several  parts  of  this  irvoral  whoU^  and  80 
much  as  is  forgiven  must  be  remitted  to  the  several  parts  of 
this  moral  whole.  On  which  principle  of  equity  can  one  be 
wholly  subject  to  punishment,  and  another  wholly  pardoned  ? 
If  any  g|ven  number  of  sins  for  example,  be  pardoned,  they 
must  be  pardoned  in  respect  to  the  being  to  whom  they  belong ; 
i.  e.,  in  the  present  case  in  respect  to  the  complex  whole,  and 
as  there  cannot  be  punishment  so  far  as  there  is  pardon,  each 
individual  hjis  a  fair  claim  to  his  portion  of  the  benefit. 

But  not  to  dwell  on  such  absurdities,  what  shall  be  said  of  a 
Moral  Government  in  which  such  a  principle  is  acted  upon, 
and  what  of  its  author?  The  mind  unperverted  by  theological 
system-making  cannot  fail  to  see  what  appalling  consequences 
must  follow  from  the  adoption  of  the  principle,  that  one  being 
is  to  be  considered  and  treated  as  having  acted  in  another's 
act ;  nor  indeed  that  God  himself  cannot  make  it  true  that 
one  being  is  another,  or  the  act  of  the  one  is  the  act  of  the 
other.  Xo  constitution  or  covenant  of  God  can  make  it  tme, 
that  a  being  can  sin  before  he  exists.  All  that  can  be  said 
in  extenuation  of  these  ''fooleries"  is,  that  great  and  good 
men  may  believe  the  most  palpable  absurdities  without  ^eing 
them  to  be  such,  when  they  suppose  themselves  obliged  to 
adopt  them  in  defense  of  revealed  truth. 

There  are  two  sources  of  argument  on  the  part  of  those  who 
maintain  the  doctrine  that  we  are  guilty  of  Adam's  sin,  which 
in  their  view  at  least  ought  not  to  be  passed  without  notice : 
one  is  the  fact  that  children  suffer  extensively  in  consequence 
of  the  sins  of  parents,  according  to  the  very  laws  of  nature 
which  God  has  established ;  the  other  is  the  scriptural  text, 
Rom.  V.  12 :  "  Therefore  as  by  one  man  sin  entered  into  the 
world,  and  death  by  sin ;  and  so  death  passed  upon  all  men,  for 
that  all  have  sinned." 

Tlie  fact  that  children  suffer  in  consequence  of  the  sins  of 
their  parents  is  undeniable.  But  in  what  way  or  manner  of 
connection  ?  Is  it  on  the  ground  that  the  sins  of  the  parents 
are  the  sins  of  the  children  ?  That  all  the  calamities  of  chil- 
dren are  not  inflicted  on  this  principle,  we  are  taught  by  the 
Saviour  himself  (John  ix.  2,  3).  The  question  is,  what  proof 
is  there  that  any  are  inflicted  on  this  principle  ?  To  say  that 
they  are  inexplicable  on  any  other,  is  saying  nothing  to  the 
puq>ose,  since  many,  like  that  now  adverted  to, are  inexplicable 
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on  this.  Indeed,  if  they  are  accounted  for  in  tliis  way,  the  in- 
explicableness  of  the  procedure  is  still  increased.  The  truth 
is,  that  both  reason  and  Scripture  oblige  us  to  class  the  suffer- 
ings of  infants,  be  the  proximate  causes  of  them  what  they 
may,  under  the  category  of  evils,  which  may  be,  whether  we 
can  or  cannot  tell  how  tliey  are^  consistent  with  God's  moral 
perfection.  At  any  rate,  who  shall  say,  that  to  account  for  the 
sufferings  of  infants  we  are  bound  to  believe  nonsense  ? 

But  it  is  not  diflScult  to  account  for  the  sufferings  of  children 
which  are  consequential  on  parental  crime.  The  child  of  a 
drunkard  becomes  decrepit,  deformed,  and  feeble.  This  to 
him  may  be  a  great  blessing,  in  supplying  useful  discipline, 
as  restraint  on  vice,  and  in  other  ways. 

4.  There  is  another  form  of  the  doctrine  of  Imputation, 
which  may  be  called  Putation, — that  the  posterity  of  Adam  are 
guilty  of  his  sin,  or  that  they  are  liable  to  suffer  the  conse- 
quences of  Adam's  sin,  without  being  the  subjects  of  ill-desert 
in  any  mode. 

Tliis  is  only  another,  and  so  far  as  the  Orthodox  are  con- 
cerned, a  modern  form  of  the  doctrine  of  Impxdation,  It  is 
that  maintained  in  the  "Biblical  Repertory,"  published  at 
Princeton,  and  by  Professor  Ilodge  in  his  "Commentary  on  Ro- 
mans." It  may  be  thus  stated, — tJiat  God  regards  and  treats  aU 
men  as  sinners  an  account  of  Adam'' s  sin^  without  their  hdng 
the  subjects  of  illrdesert^  eitfier  hy  transfer  or  hy  Imputation^  or 
in  any  other  way. 

In  a  controvei"sy  between  the  "  Biblical  Repertory"  and  the 
"Christian  Spectator"  in  1831,  Professor  Ilodge  undertook  to 
defend  this  form  of  the  doctrine  of  Imputation.  He  appealed 
first  to  the  authority  of  such  writers  as  Augustine,  Calvin,  Tur- 
retin,  Owen,  and  Edwards.  The  "  Spectator,"  in  reply,  main- 
tained that  no  one  of  these  writers  held  this  form  of  the  doctrine 
of  Imputation.  The  rejoinder  of  Professor  Hodge  consists  sub- 
stantially in  abandoning  this  ground  of  authority  which  he  had 
taken  with  so  much  confidence  at  the  outset,  by  saying,  "  that 
it  was  no  concern  of  his  whether  these  standard  writers,  to 
whom  he  had  appealed,  held  the  doctrine  or  not!"  (Vide 
"Christian  Spectator,"  1831,  p.  497.) 

The  difference  between  the  professed  doctrine  of  Professor 
Hodge  and  the  writers  referred  to  is,  that  they  held  that  the 
posterity  of  Adam  are  truly  ill-deserving,  and  re^rarded  as  so 
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on  account  of  Adam's  sin,  and  that  he  maintains,  except  whex^ 
he  contradicts  himself,  that  no  ill-desert  whatever  belongs  tc^ 
tne  posterity  of  Adam  on  account  of  his  sin,  though  God  re^ — 
gards  and  treats  them  as  sinnei*s ;  thus  virtually  maintaining' 
that  God  regards  that  to  be  true  which  is  not. 

Thus  Professor  Hodge  says,  "  that  Adam's  first  act  of  trans- 
gression was  not,  strictly  and  properly,  that  of  his  descendants;'^ 
that  community  in  action,  transfer  of  moral  character,  are  no 
part  of  the  doctrine  of  Imputation ;  that  their  doctrine  (that  of" 
the  Old  School)  includes  neither  the  idea  of  any  mysterioui&. 
union  of  the  human  race  with  Adam,  so  that  his  sin  is  strictly 
and  properly  theirs,  nor  a  transfer  of  moral  character ;  he  de- 
nies that  the  moral  turpitude  of  that  sin  was  transferred  to  us,, 
and  even  the  possibility  of  such  a  transfer.     They  say,  that- 
Imputation  does  not  involve  a  transfer  of  moral  acts  or  moraL 
character,  that  the  ill-desert  of  one  man  cannot  be  transferred- 
to  another.     They  maintain  that  the  word  ffuilt,  as  applied  iiL 
the  present  controversy,  denotes  simply  liahility  to  punishment,^ 
and  that  no  ill-desert  belongs  to  Adam's  descendants,  as  the- 
previous  ground  or  reason  that  the  evil  consequences  of  his  sin 
come  upon  them. 

Such,  in  many  diflferent  forms,  are  their  statements  of  their  " 
doctrine  of  Imputation. 

Let  us  now  hear  all  this  contradicted  by  the  same  writer. 
He  says :  "  In  Imputation  there  v&,  first,  an  ascription  of  some- 
thing to  those  concerned  ;  and,  secondly,  a  determination  to  deal 
with  them  accordingly."  Again :  "  When  Paul  begged  Phile- 
mon to  impute  to  him  the  debt  or  offense  of  Onesimus,  he 
begged  him  to  regard  him  as  the  debtor  or  offender,  and  to  ex- 
act of  him  whaiiiver  covipensation  he  required^  He  describes 
tJiis  as  "  laying  the  conduct  of  one  to  the  charge  of  another,  and 
dealing  with  him  accordingly."  Here  plainly  are  two  things — 
Vi  first  and  a  second — an  ascription  of  conduct  and  a  determina- 
tion to  deal,  &c.  Paul  not  only  begged  Philemon  to  look  to 
him  for  remuneration,  if  wronged  by  Onesimus,  but  to  regard 
him  as  the  offender.  If  language  can  express  the  idext,  Paul 
requested  Philemon  to  accuse  hhn  of  the  misconduct  of  his 
nm-away  slave,  and  also  to  exact  compensation  for  any  wrong 
done.  In  accordance  with  this,  Professor  Hodge  says,  "  When 
Adam's  sin  is  said  to  be  imputed  to  his  posterity,  it  is  intended 
that  his  sin  is  laid  to  their  charge,  and  they  are  punished  for  it, 
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or  are  treated  as  smnerB  on  this  account."  Who  makes  this 
charge  ?  God.  Is  it  true  or  false  ?  If  true,  then  Imputation 
involves  more  than  liability  to  ftvil  consequences.  K  false, 
then  God  does  not  make  it.  Thus  while  we  are  told  in  formal 
statements,  professed  explanations,  that  InijnUatlon  involves 
mere  liability^  on  the  part  of  Adam's  posterity,  to  certain  con- 
sequences of  Adam's  sin,  we  are  also  told  that  it  involves  lay- 
ing Adam's  sin  to  their  charge. 

The  reason  for  this  exhibition  of  contradiction  is  to  show  the 
fact  of  an  entire  agreement  in  things  between  New  England 
divines  and  the  conductors  of  the  Biblical  Repertory,  accord- 
ing to  some  of  their  statements.  It  is  time  to  cease  all  dispu- 
tation except  about  words. 

In  maintaining  the  form  of  Imputation  now  under  consider- 
ation, its  advocates  attempt  to  give  it  plausibility  by  appealing 
to  certain  transactions  among  men.  The  cases  to  which  they 
refer  are  those  in  which  one  is  said  to  do  what  another  does, 
and  is  also  held  responsible  for  his  act ;  or  in  which  what  one 
has  done  is  said  to  be  put  to  the  account  of  another ;  e.  g.,  the 
monarch  is  said  to  do  the  act  of  his  representative  or  minister, 
and  to  be  bound  by  it.  So  the  relation  of  one  who  employs 
an  agent — the  parent  for  a  child,  and  particularly  the  case  of 
Paul  and  Onesimus  are  referred  to.  Between  all  such  cases 
and  the  one  under  consideration,  there  is  one  essential  diflFer- 
ence  which  is  fatal  to  the  cause  in  support  of  which  the  appeal 
is  made,  viz.,  in  all  these  cases  the  language  used,  and  the 
responsibility  which  exists,  is  founded  on  a  prior  consent  or 
siipHlation^  either  expressed  or  implied^  to  be  held  responsible. 
The  only  question  is,  whether  the  evil  consequences  of  Adam's 
sin  come  upon  his  posterity  on  this  ground,  viz.,  of  tlieir  pre-  • 
vious  voluntary  consent,  expressed  or  implied,  to  be  held  re- 
sponsible for  Adam's  act  ?  Tliis  is  out  of  tlie  question.  How 
then  can  the  fact  that  certain  consequences  of  Adam's  sin  come 
on  his  posterity,  be  accounted  for  on  the  principle  of  the  volun- 
tary assumption  of  another's  responsibility  ? 

To  expose  more  fully  tlie  groundless  nature  of  this  appeal  in 
the  case  of  Paul  and  Onesimus,  let  us  suppose  Paul  to  have 
used  the  language  of  those  who  claim  that  he  meant  what  they 
mean.  Suppose  he  had  said  to  Philemon,  'If  Onesimus  has 
wronged  thee,  or  oweth  thee  aught,  lay  it  to  my  charge  ;  not 
merely  regard  me  as  becoming  liable  by  my  consent  to  be  re- 
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sponsible  for  the  consequences,  but  charge  and  accuse  me  C^ 
all  the  misconduct  of  your  run-away  slave ;  if  he  has  robbe^ci 
you,  or  defamed  you,  or  burned  your  house,  or  killed  you  -3 
children,  accuse  me  of  these  things  openly  and  before  th 
world.'      Had  the  apostle  said  these  things,  would  it  not  hav 
amounted  to  proof  of  insanity?     Awd  yet,  according  to  o 
brethren,  he  might  have  said  them  with  perfect  truth  and  pr 
priety.     They  represent  God  as  doing  the  very  thing  whic 
Paul  in  such  language  would  have  requested  Philemon  to  do 
and  which  of  course  Philemon,  had  he  complied  with  PauF 
request,  would  have  done.     He  would  have  laid  to  the 
of  Paul  all  the  crimes  of  this  run-away  slave ;  and  the  grea 
apostle,  even  after  his  conversion,  would  stand  before  the  world 
in  the  proper  use  and  true  meaning  of  language,  charged  wi 
and  guilty  of  these  crimes,  as  truly,  in  the  belief  of  Profeseo: 
Hodge,  as  Adam's  descendants  are  charged  in  tlie  Bible  wi 
Adam's  sin.     This  indeed  would  be  done  with  the  consent  o: 
the  apostle,  while  in  respect  to  Adam's  descendants,  his  sin  i 


charged  upon  them,  and  they  are  made  liable  to  its  conse 

quences  without  their  consent,  ex  ordine  Dei. 

Some  hold  the  doctrine  we  have  been  considering  undei 
another  form.  They  say  that  Adam  was  our  federal  head  0/ 
represenUitivc,  This  language  is  sometimes  used  to  describe  the- 
same  thing  as  that  of  transfer;  sometimes  that  of  Imputation; 
sometimes  that  of Putation;  and  sometimes  to  denote  simply 
the  doctrine,  that  in  Adam  there  was  such  a  trial  of  hiiman  na- 
ture, as  to  show  us  that  there  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  it 
would  have  been  better  for  his  posterity  to  have  beea  tried  as 
he  was,  than  it  now  is.  Tliis  I  do  not  deny.  It  certainly  may 
be  so.  Indeed  there  is  a  high  probability  that  it  is  better  for  us 
to  be  what  we  are  in  nature  and  circumstances,  than  to  have 
been  what  Adam  was  in  this  respect.  On  this  principle  some 
proceed  to  make  an  inference  wholly  unwarranted,  viz.,  that 
it  is  just  in  God,  as  Professor  Hodge  maintains,  to  regard  and 
treat  us  as  sinuere  on  account  of  Adam's  sin ;  i.  e.,  to  bring 
upon  us  the  penal  evils  of  his  sin.  This  is  an  outrage  on  jnstice. 
What  if  I,  had  I  been  created  with  the  same  constitution  in 
kind  and  degree,  and  placed  in  the  same  circumstances  with 
Borgia,  or  any  other  cut-throat  of  the  hierarchy,  should  have 
committed  the  same  crimes,  can  I  therefore  be  justly  considered 
and  treated  as  if  I  had  committed  them? 
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XHI.— CONSEQUENCES  OF  ADAM'S  SIN  TO  HIS  POSTERITY,  AND  THE 
CONNECTION  BETWEEN  THAT  SIN  AND  THESE  CONSEQUENCES. 


T.  12-19,  conildered.— Falaelj  Interpreted, — L  Reasons  for  this  untenable. — 1.  Rendering 
of  i^*  it. — 8.  No  rendering  of  Hnaftrov  supiiorts  this  doctrine. — S,  The  drift  of  the  argument  does 
not  sapport  it— The  apostle  does  not  tench  that  iniknts  are  sinners,  nor  that  death  is  the  legal 
penalty  of  sin. — **  AU  have  •inned.'* — "  Death  by  «<ii.*^— Argnment  from  fourteenth  verse.— The 
death  spoken  of  is  not  penal— Signification  of  «arilffpi/ia.— Nature  of  the  case.— The  death  oom- 
Boii  to  all  men.— It  tal«^s  place  in  this  world.— Denied  by  the  apostle  to  be  legal  penalty.- Ar- 
guments from  the  prevalenoe  of  death  from  '^Adam  to  Moses.^— XL  Proofii  ^^nst  this  inter- 
praUtlon  are  decisive. 

I  PB0P08ED,  in  the  preceding  lecture,  to  show — 

L  The  fact,  that  the  sinfuhiess  of  mankind  is  the  conse- 
quence of  the  sin  of  Adam ;  and, 

II.  To  consider  (h^  7node  of  connection  between  that  sin  and 
this  consequence. 

After  attempting  to  prove  the  fact  as  now  stated,  I  entered 
on  the  consideration  of  the  mode  of  connection  between 
Adam's  sin  and  the  sin  of  his  posterity ;  and  attempted 
to  show  particularly  the  absurdity  of  the  doctrine,  that  his 
posterity  are  guilty  of  his  sin  by  Imputation,  in  tlie  different 
forms  of  this  doctrine ;  also  that  the  Scriptures  give  no  sup- 
port to,  but  rather  explicitly  deny  it.  Tliis  led  to  an  exami- 
nation of  the  scriptural  argument  with  the  exception  of  the 
passage  in  Bom.  v.  12.  I  now  propose  to  examine  this  much- 
controverted  passage. 

If  what  has  been  said  be  true,  there  is  at  least  a  strong  pre- 
sumption, not  to  say  decisive  proof,  tliat  this  text  gives  no  sup- 
port to  the  doctrine,  that  the  descendants  of  Adam  are  guilty 
of  his  sin  in  any  sense  in  which  this  language  can  be  used.  To 
suppose  that  it  can  be  derived  from  this  text,  is  to  suppose  the 
apostle  to  lay  down  a  principle  which  has  no  countenance  from 
other  parts  of  the  sacred  volume,  which  is  contrary  to  all  rea- 
son and  common  sense,  and  which  is  also  in  the  most  explicit 
terms  denied,  and  denied  in  terms  of  severe  rebuke  by  God 
'  •'^self. 
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In  considering  this  passage  of  Scripture,  I  propose — 

First — To  examine  the  reasons  given  far  the  interpretation 
which  I  oppose  ;  and, 

Secondly — To  offer  proofs  against  this  interpretation. 

First — To  examine  the  reasons  for  the  interpretation  which  1 
oppose. 

1.  The  rendering  of  the  last  clause  of  the  twelfth  verse  thus, 
"  in  whom  all  have  sinned."  Tlie  Yulgate,  and  many  of  the 
older  commentators,  translate  the  woixls  ifp*  w,  in  wham, 
A.gainst  tliis  rendering  there  are  the  following  reasons :  (1.)  The 
antecedent  is  too  remote.  (2.)  *Ev  Z  would  be  used  if  this  were 
the  meaning.  (3.)  'Afiaprdveiv  knl  rtvi  {to  sin  in  another)^  is  a 
conception  unknown.  (4.)  The  assertion  i^*  w  TxaLvreg  ry/iapTov, 
is  explained,  or  rather  the  idea  or  meaning  is  developed  in  the 
following  verses,  13th  and  14th,  and  indeed  in  the  whole  pas- 
sage to  tlie  end  of  the  chapter.  Tliis  we  shall  see  hereafter. 
Professor  Ilodge  rejects  the  rendering  in  whom.  The  render- 
ing iinto  which^  is,  I  think,  supported  by  the  most  evidence. 
(Vide  Doddridgo  In  loo.  Vide  also  examples  from  Greek  writers 
in  Stuart's  Com.,  in  loc) 

2.  It  is  claimed  that  rjfuipTov  may  be  undei'stood,  have  sinned 
by  Imputation,  As  we  have  seen,  there  are  two  forms  of  the 
doctrine  of  Imputation.  One  is,  that  the  posterity  sin  by  being 
one  and  the  same  person  with  Adam,  and  by  committing  the 
same  sin,  in  number  and  kind,  which  he  committed.  It  is 
worthy  of  remark,  that  the  word  d^iapTdvcj  always  denotes  to 
sin  bf/  actintj^  in  the  view  of  those  who  adopt  this  theory.  Tlios 
Turretin  says,  '*  the  word  rjfiapTov  properly  denotes  some  actual 
sin"  (pecatum  aliquod  actuale).  He  states  expressly  that  they 
who  sinned  in  Adam,  before  they  exist,  are  considered  as  sin- 
ning in  him  and  themselves  to  have  sinned. — (Instit.  Theol.,  vol 
i.  p.  481.) 

According  to  another  form  of  the  doctrine  of  Imputation,  it 
is  claimed  that  rjfiaprov  may  be  rendered,  treated  as  sinners^  or 
regarded  and  treated  as  sinners^  without  personal  iUrdesert, 
Tliat  God  should  regard  a  being  as  a  sinner  who  is  not,  is  in- 
tuitively absurd  and  impossible.  Or  if  it  be  said  that  the 
meaning  is,  that  all  are  truly  regarded  as  sinners,  then  they  are 
sinners  and  ill-deserving.  In  support  of  this  rendering  of  the 
word  rjfiapTov^  \i'e  are  referred  by  some  commentators  to  other 
passages.    Two  of  these  only  we  shall  notice,  and  merely  be- 
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cause  Professor  Hodge  has  referred  to  them.  One  is  in  Gen. 
xliv.  32,  or  xliii.  9.  The  literal  rendering  is,  I  shall  have  sin- 
7ied,  Nor  is  there  any  thing  decisive  that  this  does  not  give 
the  exact  meaning;  i.  e.,  there  is  notliing  to  show  that  Judah 
did  not  intend  to  say,  I  shall  have  sinned  in  violating  my 
promise  to  protect  and  restore  the  child.  It  may  be  however, 
I  will  consent  to  be  regarded  as  a  sinner,  so  far  as  this  is  pos- 
sible, without  being  in  fault,  i.  e.,  to  he  treaied  as  a  sinner. 
Supposing  then,  that  one  man  says  to  another  in  a  case  like 
this,  I  shall  have  sinned,  meaning  only,  /consent  to  be  treated 
as  a  sinner,  does  it  follow  that  a  God  of  equity  and  truth  can 
use  tlie  same  language  in  the  same  meaning  in  respect  to  all 
mankind,  and  this  when  not  one  of  them  has  sinned,  nor  even 
consented  to  be  treated  as  a  sinner?  Supposing  it  to  be  proper 
to  say,  I  have  sinned,  meaning  simply  that  I  have  consented  to 
he  treated  as  a  sinner,  can  God  say  that  all  have  sinned,  in  the 
same  sense,  when  not  one  has  consented  to  he  treated  as  a  sin- 
ner t    This  would  be  a  palpable  falsehood. 

The  other  passage  is  in  1  Kings  i.  21.  Here  the  literal  ren- 
dering is,  '*I  and  my  son  Solomon  shall  he  sinners  ;^'*  i.  e.,  in 
the  view  of  Adonijah,  and  other  political  demagogues.  Sup- 
plying the  ellipsis,  the  phrase  shMl  he  sinners  has  its  literal 
meaning.  Bathsheba  affirming  that  hei'self  and  son  woidd  be 
in  fact,  though  erroneously  in  her  view,  esteemed  sinners  or 
oflfenders  by  Adonijah.  Suppose  however  that  she  had  another 
meaning,  viz.,  that  Adonijah  would,  without  believing  her  and 
Solomon  to  be  actual  offenders,  treat  them  as  such;  does  it 
follow  that  because  usage  would  justify  her  in  saying,  we  shall 
be  sinners,  meaning  we  shall  be  treated  as  sinnei-s  when  we  are 
not,  by  a  wicked  king  and  his  coadjutore,  that  God  uses  the 
same  language  in  the  same  meaning  in  respect  to  the  whole 
human  race?  What  if,  in  such  a  case  of  flagrant  injustice, 
usage  sanctions  the  use  of  the  phrase  we  shaU  he  sinners,  to 
denote  we  shall  be  treated  as  sinners  when  we  are  not ;  does  it 
follow  that  it  is  possible  that  God  should  actually  use  similar 
phraseology  to  mean  that  he  treats  the  whole  human  race  as 
sinners  when  they  are  not  ?  And  yet  it  is  solely  on  the  author- 
ity of  such  usage  that  Prof.  Hodge  claims  that  Q^d  declares 
that  the  whole  human  race  have  sinned,  meaning  that  under 
his  government  they  are  regarded  and  treated  as  sinners  with- 
out any  personal  ill-desert.  Surely  these  examples  do  not  fur- 
17 
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nish  the  shadow  of  a  pretense  that  such  is  or  can  be  the  mean- 
ing of  the  apostle  when  he  says,  "  aU  have  sinned.^^ 

3.  It  is  claimed  that  the  interpretation  now  opposed  is  re- 
quired by  the  scope  of  the  passage,  the  drift  of  the  apostle's 
argument,  and  undeniable  facts.     Tliis  argument,  which  con- 
sists of  several  particulara,  may,  it  is  believed,  be  presented  in 
its  full  force,  thus:  "The  apostle,  it  is  said  in  the  12th  verse, 
clearly  asserts  a  connection  between  the  sin  of  Adam  and  the 
sin  and  death  of  all  mankind ;  and  he  does  this,  as  is  manifest 
from  the  subsequent  context,  for  the  purpose  of  tracing  a  con- 
nection between  the  sin  of  Adam  and  the  condemnation  of 
mankind,  which  resembles  the  connection  between  the  work  of 
Christ  and  the  Justification  of  believei's.     Thus  it  is  said,  that 
when  the  apostle  asserts  that  "  by  one  man  sin  entered  into 
the  world,  and  death  by  sin,  and  so  death  passed  on  all  men  f 
that  "  through  the  offense  of  one  many  be  dead ;"  that  "  by 
the  one  offense  judgment  came  on  all  men  unto  condemna- 
tion ;"  and  that  "  by  one  man's  disobedience  many  were  made 
sinners,"  we  are  forced  to  understand  the  apostle  as  teaching, 
not  the  acknowledged  truth,  that  all  men  are  sinners  in  conse- 
quence of  Adam's  sin,  but  the  more  particular  truth,  that  they" 
are  sinnere  in  Adam,  or  are  guilty  of  his  sin,  or  are  re, 
and  treated  as  sinners  on  account  of  his  sin.     In  support  o 
this  position,  it  is  said  that  there  is  no  other  way  of  accounti 
for  the  universality  of  the  penal  evils  summarily  comprised  i 
the  word  death,  especially  as  these  evils  come  upon  infants—— 
For  as  the  infliction  of  penal  evils  implies  the  violation  of  law^^ 
the  universal  infliction  of  these  evils  cannot  be  accounted  for"*' 
by  the  violation  of  the  law  of  Moses,  since  men  died  before  it:^ 
was  given ;  nor  by  the  violation  of  the  law  of  nature,  since^ 
even  those  die  who  have  never  broken  that  law.    To  strengthen 
this  argument,  we  are  told  that  the  apostle  by  death  does  not 
mean  merely  natural  death,  to  which  all  men  and  even  infants 
are  subject,  for  this  might  be  accounted  for  by  the  violation  of 
the  law  of  Moses,  or  of  the  law  of  nature,  or  by  their  inherent 
depravity;  but  death  stands  for  any  and  every  evil  judicially 
inflicted  for  the  support  of  law,  and  especially  for  the  great 
fact  that  men  begin  to  exist  out  of  communiomoith  Oodf  i.  e., 
God  instead  of  entering  into  communion  with  them  the  moment 
they  begin  to  exist,  as  he  did  with  Adam,  and  forming  them 
by  his  Spirit  in  his  own  moral  image,  regards  them  as  out  of 
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.vor,  and  withholds  the  influences  of  his  Spirit.  It  is  asked 
is  this  ?  And  the  answer  is,  that  Paul  tells  us  that  it  is 
16  one  offense  of  one  man  that  all  thus  die.  The  covenant 
J  formed  with  Adam,  not  only  for  himself  but  for  all  his 
rity,  or  Adam  being  placed  on  trial,  not  only  for  himselt 
or  the  whole  human  race,  his  act  in  virtue  6f  this  relation 
garded  as  ours.     God  withdrew  from  us  as  he  did  from 

in  consequence  of  this  withdrawal  we  begin  to  exist  in 
1  darkness,  destitute  of  a  disposition  to  seek  our  happiness 
)d,  and  prone  to  delight  in  ourselves  and  the  world.  Thus 
in  of  Adam  ruined  his  posterity. 

ch  is  an  outline  of  the  argument,  as  given  by  a  late  advo- 
'  of  the  doctrine,  that  the  posterity  of  Adam  are  guilty  of 
n. 

some  of  the  positions  contained  in  this  reasoning  I  assent, 
Tom  others  I  entirely  dissent.  I  assent  unequivocally  to 
ositions  that  the  apostle  asserts  a  connection  between  the 
f  Adam  and  the  sin  and  natural  death  of  all  mankind ; 
)f  course  a  connection  between  the  sin  of  Adam  and  the 
f  his  posterity,  with  the  condemnation  of  all  mankind 
"ding  to  law ;  that  the  sin  of  Adam  and  the  sin  and  con- 
lation  of  mankind  resemble  in  one  respect  the  work  of 
it  and  the  Justification  of  believers ;  i.  e.,  the  sin  and  con- 
lation  of  mankind  are  connected  with  the  sin  of  Adam, 
:he  Justification  of  believers  is  connected  with  the  work  of 
5t.  I  also  admit  that  the  covenant  with  Adam  was  made 
•nly  for  himself,  but  also  in  an  important  respect  for  his 
rity ;  that  Adam  was  placed  on  trial  for  the  whole  human 

and  that  in  virtue  of  this  relation,  and  in  consequence  of 
Uj  his  descendants  begin  to  exist  without  a  prevailing  dis- 
ion  to  delight  in  God,  and  are  prone  to  delight  in  them- 
8  and  the  world ;  and  that  all,  as  soon  as  they  become 
1  agents,  sin  and  fall  under  God's  condemnation,  dire<^tly 
leir  own  sin,  and  indirectly  in  consequence  of  Adam's  sin. 
ere  are  other  positions  in  the  foregoing  reasoning  which  I 
uivocally  deny.  Particularly,  first,  that  the  apostle  teaches 
the  posterity  of  Adam  are  in  any  sense  guilty  of  his  sin, 
at  they  are  regarded  as  sinners  and  treated  as  such  on  ac- 
t  of  Adam's  sin ;  secondly,  that  he  teaches  that  the  evils 

*>  Prof.  Hodge  ;  vide  Com.  on  Rom.  v.  12,  &c. 
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which  come  on  mankind  in  this  world  are  peiwl  evils,  or  the 
punishment  properly  so  called  of  Adam's  sin,  or  of  their  owii 
sin ;  and  thirdly,  that  he  teaches  any  thing  whatever  concern- 
ing infants. 

It  is  manifest  from  the  foregoing  reasoning  that  the  question 
is,  whether  Paul  in  this  passage  teaches  the  doctrine  of  Impu- 
tation, or  that  we  are  guilty  of  Adam's  sin,  in  either  of  the 
forms  in  which  it  has  heen  maintained.  And  it  is  equally 
manifest,  that  so  far  as  this  reasoning  can  possess  the  least 
plausihility,  it  depends  on  two  questions,  viz.,  whether  Paul 
teaches  that  the  evils  brought  on  mankind  in  consequence  of 
Adam's  sin  are  j[>^naZ  evils^  and  whether  he  teaches  that  infants 
are  sinners. 

Before  I  proceed  to  consider  either  of  these  alleged  facts, 
I  have  one  remark  to  make, — that  if  we  admit  that  the  apostle 
asserts  them,  neither  of  them  nor  both  together  prove  that  he 
teaches  the  doctrine  of  Imputation  in  either  form  of  it.  Sap- 
posing  then,  that  the  apostle  teaches  that  infants  are  sinners 
and  suffer  the  penalty  of  sin ;  which  is  the  most  rational  to  con- 
clude, that  they  are  sinnei'S  by  actually  sinning,  or  by  Imputa- 
tion ;  sinners  by  that  which  alone  can  be  sin,  viz.,  the  trans- 
gression of  law  (vide  Rom.  iv.  15 ;  1  John  iii.  4),  or  sinners  by 
that  which  cannot  be  sin  ?  I  know  that  it  is  affirmed  by  those 
whom  I  oppose,  that  infants  cannot  be  sinners  by  transgressing 
law,  or  by  actual  sin.  This  they  decide,  as  well  they  may,  on 
the  authority  of  reason  or  common  sense.  But  I  ask,  how  can 
they  consistently  do  this  when  they  have  also  decided  that  in- 
fants are  sinners,  and  when  in  their  full  conviction  Paul  has 
not  only  said,  that  "  where  there  is  no  law  there  is  no  trans- 
gression" (Rom.  iv.  15),  but  also  that  "sin  is  not  imputed 
when  there  is  no  law ;"  and  when  another  apostle  has  said,  that 
"  sin  is  the  transgression  of  the  law  ?"  Is  it  not  exalting  reason 
above  revelation,  to  say  that  there  is  some  other  kind  of  sin 
than  that  of  transgressing  law  ?  If  the  apostle  teaches  that  in- 
fants are  sinners  and  bear  the  penalty  of  sin,  then  plainly  it 
remains  for  the  word  of  God  and  human  reason  to  decide  in 
what  their  sin  consists.  Shall  we  say  that  sin  consists  in  that 
and  that  only,  in  which  the  word  of  God,  and  reason,  and 
common  sense  decide  that  it  can  alone  consist ;  or  in  imputed 
sin,  in  which  it  cannot  consist?  There  is  far  less  philosophical 
absurdity  in  supposing  infants  to  be  sinners  hy  actual  sin  from 
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birth  and  before  birth,  than  in  supposing  them  to  be  6inn*ei*8 
by  impute  siiu  Augustine,  Calvin,  Turretin,  the  Westminster 
divines,  Edwards,  never  boldly  ventured  to  contradict  the 
apostle's  plain  assertion,  "  that  sin  is  the  transgression  of  the 
law,  and  where  there  is  no  law  there  is  no  transgression ;"  but 
eaid  "  all  sin  being  a  transgression,"  &c.  • 

I  now  proceed  to  show  that  the  apostle  does  not  teach  that 
infants  are  sinners,  nor  that  the  death  of  which  he  treats  is  the 
legal  penalty  of  sin. 

(1.)  He  does  not  teach  tliat  infants  are  sinners.  We  assert 
that  no  proof  of  the  doctrine  can  be  found  in  the  passage  be- 
fore us,  unless  the  word  of  inspiration  is  self-contradictory. 
At  least  we  may  say,  in  view  of  the  very  peculiar  and  incredi- 
ble nature  of  the  supposed  fact,  that  if  this  passage  or  any 
other  afiserts  it,  it  must  be  asserted  in  a  form  which  shall  be  so 
unequivocal  as  to  admit  of  no  other  construction.  The  mere 
assertion  has  the  same  aspect  of  incredibility  beforehand,  as 
that  infants  at  the  moment  of  birth,  are  accomplished  orators, 
mathematicians,  or  generals. 

But  let  us  examine  the  arguments  supposed  to  be  furnished 
by  the  passage  itself. 

The  first  we  notice  is  taken  from  the  universal  form  of  the 
apostle's  phraseology,  "  all  have  sinned."  This  mode  of  inter- 
preting universal  forms  of  expression  we  have  already  suffi- 
ciently considered,  to  show  that  it  not  only  does  not  authorize, 
but  absolutely  y57?'&i<fo  the  extension  of  it  to  infants.  In  addi- 
tion to  what  has  been  said  on  this  point,  it  is  to  be  remarked 
that  the  apostle  uses  the  same  form  of  phraseology  in  predicat- 
ing univereal  sinfulness  of  mankind,  without  including  infants. 
(Compare  chap.  iii.  9  with  verse  23 ;  and  also  chap.  ii.  32 ; 
and  GaL  iii.  22,  especially  the  last.)  But  what  is  still  more  de- 
cisive, he  makes  the  necessity  of  faith  to  Justification  to  be  co- 
eirtensive  with  sin ;  i.  e.,  he  teaches  that  every  sinner  must  be 
justified  by  faith.  This  shows  decisively  that  he  speaks  only 
of  those  who  are  capable  of  believing,  and  not  of  infants.  Can 
infants  believe  in  God  or  in  Christ  ?  If  not,  are  tliey  damned 
for  imputed  sin,  without  the  least  benefit  from  the  Atonement 
of  Christ  ? 

But  let  us  test  the  question  by  the  law  of  usage  and  the  dic- 
tate of  common  sens^.  Look  at  such  sentences  as  the  follow- 
ing :  "  All  men  value  their  reputation."    "  All  men  reason." 
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"All  Europe  was  agitated  bj  the  conquests  of  Napoleon.'' 
"  Preach  the  Gospel  to  every  creature."  "  Behold  the  whole 
city  went  out  to  meet  Jesus  and  besought  him.''  "  And  set  all 
the  city  in  an  uproar."  ''  Live  peaceably  ^vith  all  men,"  <Src., 
&c.  Precisely  like  these  is  the  case  under  consideration.  The 
topic  discussed  was,  whether  both  Jews  and  Gentiles  (all  men 
capable  of  sinning  and  capable  of  faith)  were  sinners;  and  the 
reason  for  saying  that  Paul  never  thought  of  infants  in  the 
phrase  all  have  sinned,  is  as  decisive,  as  for  saying  that  they  are 
not  thought  of  in  such  forms  of  expression  in  other  cases. 
Keason  and  common  sense  decide  that  it  is  as  impossible  that 
infants  should  sin  in  Adam's  sin,  or  in  any  other  way,  as  that 
infants  should  walk  or  engage  in  the  mob  at  Thessalonica.  All 
usage  of  universal  forms  of  expression  proceeds  on  the  princi- 
ple, that  their  meaning  is  to  be  limited  by  the  universally 
known  and  acknowledged  nature  of  things. 

Tlie  second  reason  alleged  for  including  infants  is,  that  in- 
fants die,  and  that  we  must  understand  the  apostle  to  teach  in 
the  phrase  d^ath  Tnj  srn^  that  sin,  at  least  among  human  beings, 
is  as  universal  as  death.  I  answer,  this  argument  depends  en- 
tirely on  the  correctness  of  the  principle  already  stated.  la 
other  words,  the  question  is  this, — whether  the  apostle  means  to 
say  that  death  is  the  consequence  of  sin,  and  thus  proves  sin  in 
those  cases  in  which  they  are,  according  to  reason  and  common 
sense  and  the  word  of  God,  without  sin  and  incapable  of  sin  ? 
Suppose  it  were  to  be  said  in  the  language  of  common  usage, 
that  all  men  take  food  because  they  know  that  it  is  necessary  to 
sustain  life.  Could  this  language  be  justly  interpreted  to  in- 
clude infants  ?  It  will  not  be  pretended.  But  why  not  ?  Infants 
take  food  as  well  as  other  human  beings.  Why  then  are  they 
not  to  be  included  in  the  above  proposition  ?  Plainly  because 
reason  and  common  sense  say  that  they  are  incapable  of  the 
knowledge  predicated.  But  reason  and  common  sense  decide 
with  the  same  infallibility  that  they  are  incapable  of  actual  sin. 
Tliis  our  opponents  all  admit.  I  have  already  shown  that  there 
can  be  no  other  sin  than  actual  sin.  That  death  is  a  predicate 
common  to  both  infants  and  those  who  have  passed  the  period 
of  infancy,  is  no  more  evidence  that  it  is  a  consequence  and 
proof  of  the  sin  of  the  former,  because  it  is  of  the  sin  of  the 
latter,  than  the  fact  that  the  taking  of  food  is  a  predicate  com- 
mon to  infants,  and  also  to  the  rest  of  the  world,  is  a  proof  that 
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infants  take  food  with  the  conviction  of  its  necessity  to  sustain 
life,  because  adults  take  it  with  such  conviction.  I  admit  that 
if  the  common  predicate  in  the  latter  case  could  be  supposed 
to  result  from  a  common  cause,  the  conviction  of  the  necessity 
of  food  to  sustain  life,  if  this  were  the  dictate  of  common  sense, 
and  if  usage  did  not  sanction  the  supposed  universal  form  of 
speech  without  extending  it  to  infants,  this  form  of  expression 
must  be  interpreted  to  include  them.  But  as  the  facts  are,  we 
are  compelled  by  the  laws  of  usage  to  exclude  infants,  and  to 
say  with  the  most  assured  confidence  that  they  are  not  even 
thought  of.  These  decisive  reasons  exist  in  the  case  before  us 
for  saying  that  the  apostle,  when  he  said  all  men  die  because 
they  are  sinners,  had  no  thought  of  an  infant. 

A  third  reason  for  the  opinion  that  infants  are  included  by 
the  apostle,  is  taken  from  the  14:th  verse :  "  Nevertheless  death 
reigned  from  Adam  to  Moses,  even  over  them  that  had  not  sin- 
ned after  the  similitude  of  Adam's  transgression."  The  last 
phrase  it  is  said  must  refer  to  infants,  or  to  infants  and  idiots, 
since  these  are  the  only  individuals  during  the  interval  between 
Adam  and  Moses  of  whom  it  could  be  true*  that  they  "  had 
not  sinned  after  the  similitude  of  Adam's  transgression."  I 
answer,  (1.)  that  according  to  the  theory  of  Imputation,  infants 
are  one  in  Adam,  and  therefore  sinned  exactly  after  the  simili- 
tude of  Adam's  transgression.  Being  one  and  the  same  moral 
person,  committing,  as  Edwards,  Stapfer,  and  othera  say,  the 
same  sin  in  number  and  in  kind,  and  corrupting  their  nature 
in  this  act  just  as  Adam  did  in  his,  how  could  it  be  otherwise 
than  that  they  sinned  in  precisely  the  same  manner  in  which 
Adam  sinned  ?  (2.)  It  is  not  true  that  infants  and  idiots  are 
the  only  individuals  of  that  period  who  could  not  sin  after  the 
similitude  of  Adam's  transgression,  for  the  adults  having  no 
revealed  law  like  that  which  Adam  violated,  could  not  sin 
like  him. 

But  it  is  said  that  the  apostle  refers  to  all  who  lived  in  this 
interval,  as  dying  on  account  of  imputed  sin,  and  to  make  the 
case  more  decisive  to  his  purpose,  he  uses  the  distinctive  parti- 
cle «ai,  even^  to  distinguish  a  particular  class  from  others,  viz.,  in- 
fants^ in  respect  to  whom  no  possible  doubt  could  exist  whether 
they  had  sinned  after  the  similitude  of  Adam's  transgression. 

^  Here,  by  the  way,  an  asBcrtion  is  rejected  because  it  is  impossible. 
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It  J6  obvious  indeed,  that  unless  the  apostle  has  shown  that 
he  had  reference  to  some  others  than  adults,  it  would  be  diffi- 
cult to  prove  from  their  case  that  he  meant  to  say  that  onlj 
the  imputed  sin  of  Adam  was  the  cause  of  their  death.     On 
this  supposition  2l  possible  doubt  might  arise  whether  he  thought 
of  imputed  sin.     But  there  is  no  evidence  that  he  referred  to 
infants,  but  rather  proof  to  the   contrary.     For  (1.)  the  dis- 
tinction claimed  is  a  distinction  without  a  difference ;  for  the 
adults  of  that  period  could  no  more  have  sinned  after  the  simil- 
itude of  Adam's  transgression  than   the   infants,  nor  yet  as 
much  so,  according  to  the  theory  of  Imputation ;  for  as  adults 
guilty  of  actual  sin  without  a  revealed  law,  it  is  impossible 
that  they  should  sin  as  much  like  Adam,  as  Adam   did  like 
himself,  while  infants  as  one  with  Adam  must  have  sinned  ex- 
actly as  Adam  did.     (2.)  If  the  apostle  distinguishes  infants 
from  adults,  it  is  by  this  peculiarity — that  they  had  not  sinned 
after  the  similitude  of  Adam's  transgression — clearly  implying 
that  thg  adults  had  sinned  after  the  similitude  of  Adam.     But 
this  is  not  only  not  true  in  respect  to  a  revealed  law,  but  if 
true  would  spoil  the  reasoning  ascribed  to  the  apostle ;  for  how 
could  the  case  of  those  who  had  sinned  after  the  similitude  of 
Adam's  transgression  be  brought  to  prove  that  they  died  for  ther 
imputed  sin  of  Adam.     If  our  opponents  affirm  that  the  adults 
of  this  period  sinned  after  the  similitude  of  Adam's  transgres- 
sion, then  they  must  give  up  the  doctrine  of  death  for  imputed 
sin.     If  they  say  that  they  did  not,  then  the  difference  claimed 
between  them  and  the  infants  of  that  period  did  not  exist; 
and  to  suppose  the  apostle  to  refer  to  infants  in  the  clause  in 
question,  is  to  suppose  liim  to  make  a  distinction  without  a  dif- 
ference ;  i.  e.,  to  resort  to  downright  falsehood  in  argument. 
Our  opponents  may  hang  on  either  horn  of  this  dilemma  wliich 
they  prefer.     I  answer,  (3.)  that  the  word  /cal,  even^  has  not 
necessaril}',  as  it  occurs  in  this  passage,  the  force  of  a  distinctive 
particle  in  the  manner  asserted.     It  may  be  used  merely  to 
give  greater  point  and  force  to  the  instance  to  which  he  ap- 
peals.    Suppose  that  the  apostle  had  said  that  (actual)  sin  was 
in  the  world  until  the  giving  of  the  law  of  Moses,  and  that 
some  denied  or  doubted  it  on  the  ground  that  during  that  in- 
terval there  was  no  revealed  law  of  which  sin  could  be  the 
transgression.     Suppose  now  the  apostle  to  set  aside  all  doubt  on 
the  point,  and  appeal  to  an  undeniable  matter  of  fact,  viz.,  that 
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death  reigned  over  all  men  during  that  period,  even  over  them 
who  had  not  sinned  under  a  revealed  law  or  after  the  simili- 
tude of  Adam's  transgression.  I  ask,  could  any  form  of  ex- 
pression be  more  natural,  more  exactly  what  we  should  expect 
him  to  adopt  ?  Tliere  is  then  not  a  particle  of  evidence  in  this 
clause,  that  the  apostle  thought  of  infants.  (4.)  I  ask  why  he 
referred  to  this  interval  at  all  ?  Plainly  there  was  some  pecu- 
liarity in  respect  to  it,  decisive  of  the  point  he  wished  to 
establish.  But  what  was  the  point,  and  what  the  peculiarity  ? 
His  point,  it  is  claimed,  was  to  prove  that  imputed  sin  was  in 
the  world  until  the  law  of  Moses.  But  what  peculiarity  would 
enable  him  to  prove  this?  Was  it  in  the  case  of  those  who 
were  adults  or  not  infants?  And  what  was  it?  There  was 
none  which  could  show  that  they  were  sinners  by  Imputation, 
for  their  case  no  more  proves  this  than  that  of  those  who  lived 
after  the  law  of  Moses.  For  if  it  had  been  asserted  that  those 
who  lived  after  the  law  of  Moses,  died  as  transgi'cssoi-s  of  that 
law,  or  for  not  receiving  it,  as  the  Jews  supposed  the  fact  to  be 
with  respect  to  the  Gentiles,  still  it  might  be  said  that  the  former 
died  for  transgressing  the  law  of  nature.  How  then  would  the 
death  of  this  part  of  mankind  prove  the  doctrine  of  imputed  sin  ? 
Plainly  not  at  all ;  and  this  is  admitted  virtually  by  our  oppo- 
nents, who  bring  forward  no  proof  on  this  point  till  tliey  find 
the  apostle,  as  they  say,  referring  to  the  infants  of  that  period. 
The  whole  strength  of  the  apostle's  reasoning  is  therefore  de- 
rived from  the  case  of  infants  who  lived  and  died  before  the 
law  was  given  by  Moses.  But  surely  there  was  7io  peculiarity 
respecting  the  infants  of  that  period  at  all  to  the  purpose  of 
the  apostle,  more  than  in  the  death  of  all  others  of  this  class. 
Infants,  after  the  law,  could  no  more  die  as  actual  sinners,  than 
infants  before  the  law ;  and  if  this  proves  that  they  die  for 
iniput^  sin,  it  proves  it  in  all  instances  as  much  as  in  that  of 
infants  before  the  law.  No  possible  reason  then  can  be  given 
why  the  apostle  referred  to  death  prior  to  the  Mosaic  law  as  a 
proof  of  imputed  sin.  Tlie  death  of  the  adults  would  not  fur- 
nish an  argument,  nor  would  the  death  of  the  infants  of  that 
period  more  than  the  death  of  all  other  infants.  It  is  plain 
then,  that  the  apostle  did  not  attempt  to  prove  imputed  sin,  nor 
refer  for  this  purpose  to  the  death  of  infants  before  the  law. 
If  now  we  suppose  the  object  of  the  apostle  in  referring  to 

those  who  lived  and  died  between  Adam  and  Moses,  was  to 

12 
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prove  that  they  died  as  the  consequence  of  actual  sin,  though 
they  had  not  sinned  against  a  revealed  law,  then  the  case  is 
fully  and  decisive  to  his  purpose.  Nor  is  it  piissible  to  assign 
any  other  object  or  design  for  his  referring  to  that  period  in 
this  manner.  He  has  obviously  done  so  as  a  peculiarly  clear 
case  in  which  there  was  sin,  and  also  in  which  sin  is  not  im- 
puted ;  i.  e.,  was  not  punished  with  death  as  the  penalty  of 
any  revealed  law^  having  such  a  penalty.  Neither  the  case  of 
Adam,  nor  of  those  who  lived  after  the  Mosaic  law,  would  so 
well  answer  his  purpose ;  for  it  might  be  said  with  some  plau- 
sibility, that  these  died  under  law  with  the  penalty  of  death,  or 
that  death  in  these  cases  was  the  legal  penalty  of  sin.  Again, 
it  is  manifest  that  in  his  reference  to  this  period  he  included 
the  adults,  and  whatever  peculiarity  there  was  which  availed 
to  his  purpose  in  argument,  it  resj)ected  the  adults  of  this  period 
compared  with  those  of  any  other.  But  these  adults  no  more 
die  for  imputed  sin,  as  we  have  seen,  than  others.  The  onlj 
conceivable  peculiarity  in  their  case,  is  tliat  which  the  apostle 
unequivocall}^  specifies,  that  they  sinned  and  died  when  there 
was  no  law  revealed.  They  being  under  the  law  of  nature 
only,  were  dvofioi,  or  "  without  law ;"  death  could  not  be  to  them 
a  legal  penalty,  or  when  sin  was  not  imputed,  i.  e.,  not  pun- 
ished with  death  as  a  legal  penalty.  This  being  the  only  con- 
ceivable peculiarity  on  account  of  which  the  apostle  referred  to 
the  adults  of  this  period,  so  it  is  the  only  conceivable  pecul- 
iarity on  account  of  which  he  could  have  referred,  if  he  would^ 
have  referred  at  all,  to  the  infants ;  for  the  peculiarity  in  the 
case  of  the  adults  and  of  the  infants  must  be  the  same.  Unless 
therefore  we  suppose  that  the  infants  sinned  and  died  as  the 
adults  died, — i.  e.,  sinned  and  died  without  a  revealed  law ;  i.  e., 
actually  sinned  under  the  law  of  nature, — then  the  apostle  could 
not  have  referred  to  the  infants  of  that  period  at  all, 

5.  To  say  that  the  apostle  referred  to  infants  as  sinning  by 
Imputation,  is  to  beg  the  main  question  in  debate,  that  infants 
can  sin  by  Imputation.  The  thing  is  impossible  in  the  nature 
of  things,  in  every  sense  of  the  language.  It  is  contrary  to 
reason,  common  sense,  and  the  Scriptures,  and  it  might  as  well 
be  said  that  7iot  to  sin  after  the  similiiude  of  Adam! 8  trafu- 
gression,  means  that  they  sinned  by  conception  or  respiration, 
as  that  they  sinned  by  Imputation.  Who  devised  this  mode  of 
sinning  ?    Philosophical  tlieologians,  and  on  the  authority  of 
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the  realistic  philosophy ;  devised  it  in  order  to  support  a  palpa- 
bly false  iuterpretation  of  universal  forms  of  language ;  devised 
it  for  lack  of  ingenuity  to  see  how  all  men  could  be  said  to  be 
Binners,  and  without  supposing  all  men  to  include  infants ;  de- 
vised it  to  support  error  and  to  carry  a  point  in  false  theology. 
If  Buch  nonsense  is  to  be  ascribed  to  an  inspii-ed  apostle,  to 
what  respect  is  inspiration  itself  entitled  ? 

I  give  here  the  following  extract  from  Tholuck's  Commen- 
tary on  Rom.  v.  12 : 

•  "  'E^'  ^.  Augustine  proceeded  on  the  realistic  theory,  that 
God  haying  pef^armed  hut  07ie  act  of  creation  had  placed  t/i^ 
race  iti  the  first  individual^  so  that  all  further  existence  was 
nothing  else  than  the  appearance  and  development  of  what  was 
already  in  hcing.  Since  now  in  the  beginning  the  first  indi- 
vidual and  the  race  existed  together^  it  followed  that  the  race 
fell  in  him.  Subtle  explanations  of  this  view,  and  philosophical 
applications  of  the  theory  of  the  universalibus  in  re  to  this  dogma 
of  Imputation,  are  given  by  the  schoolmen ;  e.  g.,  Anselm,  and 
Odoart,  in  his  essay  De  Pcccato  Originali." 

Having  thus  attempted  to  prove  that  the  apostle  in  the  pas- 
sage before  us  did  not  refer  at  all  to  infants,  1  now  proceed  to 
show  as  proposed — 

(2.)  That  the  death  of  which  he  treats  is  noipenal^  or  is  not 
the  legal  penalty  of  sin. 

It  is  the  assumption  that  the  death  here  spoken  of  is  the  legal 
penalty  of  sin,  which  I  consider  as  the  first  and  grand  error  of 
nearly  all  the  interpretations  of  the  passage.  It  deserves  par- 
ticular inquiry,  why  it  is  that  interpreters  have  so  commonly 
been  led  to  adopt  tliis  view.  I  know  of  but  one  reason  which 
has  the  least  plausibility, — a  plausibility  existing  only  in  words, 
if  even  so  much  can  be  said  of  it.  This  reason  is  derived 
solely  from  particular  forms,  or  rather  one  particular  form  of 
expression  used  by  the  apostle.  Three  or  four  are  commonly 
cited,  in  proof  that  he  teaches  that  the  death  of  which  he 
speaks  is  a  penal  evil. 

Let  us  examine  these  so  far  as  the  force  of  the  language,  de 
tisu  loquendiy  can  be  supposed  to  decide  any  thing  on  the  ques- 
tion, and  then  appeal  to  other  considerations. 

Tlie  first  passage  which  occurs  is,  "  By  one  man  sin  entered 
into  the  world,  and  death  by  sin,  and  so  death  passed  upon  all 
men,  for  that  all  have  sinned."    "What  is  there  in  this  text  to 
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show  that  temporal  death,  as  a  common  event  to  all  men,  comee 
on  them  as  a  penal  evil,  either  as  the  penalty  of  Adam's  or  ot 
any  other  man's  sin  ?  Plainly,  nothing  thus  specific  is  asserted. 
That  the  sin  which  has  entered  the  world  was  introduced  into 
it  by  one  man,  and  that  the  death  which  has  entered  tlie  world 
comes  by  sin,  and  comes  to  all  men  because  all  have  sinned,  is 
all  that  is  affirmed.  But  this  is  not  saying  that  death  or  sin 
comes  on  men  as  a  penal  evil,  for  it  is  quite  possible  that  these 
evils  should  come  in  some  other  mode  of  consequence  or  con- 
nection than  that  peculiar  to  sin  and  its  legal  penalty ;  and  to* 
assert  that  they  cannot,  is  gratuitous,  and  to  beg  the  main  ques- 
tion in  debate. 

Another  passage  relied  on  is,  "  Through  the  offense  of  one 
many  be  dead,  or  have  died." 

There  is  another,  which  in  words  has  more   plausibility.     .  ^=7 
'For  the  judgment  was  of  one  offense  unto  or  in  condemna- 
tion.'    Here  nnich  is  supposed  to  depend  on  the  words  tcfUfta^ 
Tendered  judgmefit  or  sentence;  and  Kardicpifia^  rendered  condem- 
nation.    It  is  assumed  that  KptfjM  is  the  sentence  of  a  judge,  and 
that  Kpiiia  elg  KaraKpifui  is  a  sentence  of  condemnation  to  bear 
the  penalty  of  the  law  transgressed  by  him  on  whom  it  is  pro- 
nounced.    I  reply,  that  the  word  Kptfia  is  obviously  a  generic  ^i^  -2c 
term,  like  our  English  word  judgment,  at  least  when  applied  to<:i^  :io 
the  character  and  conduct  of  othere.     (Yide  Matt.  vii.  2 ;  JohujczM^^MD 
ix.  39 ;  Kom.  xi.  33 ;  1  Cor.  xi.  34,  compare  32d  verse.)    KplfM^  ^ac^^, 
then,  may  denote  any  judgment  or  sentence  in  respect  to  th€E>.c:ie 
character  or  conduct,  and  especially  determining  or  ordaining^  M-ig 
consequences.     This  word  is  used  to  denote  candemnatiofi  irm^^  in 
the  sense  of  pronouncing  one  exposed  to  or  liable  to  puni8W"^^Jj- 
ment,  as  worthy  of  punishment,  as  well  as  the  act  of  dooming  ^rzmig 
one  to  punishment. 

As  decisive  on  this  point  I  appeal  to  John  lii.  18 :  "  He  thfe  -^riat 
believeth  not  is  condemned  {iceKpiral)  already,  because  he  ha"  ^^E3th 
not  believed,"  &c.  None  will  pretend  that  every  unbeliever  — r-  is 
absolutely  and  hopelessly  condemned  to  bear  the  legal  penaft — Ity 
of  sin,  or  that  he  is  doomed  absolutely  to  this  punishme*  -=ssnt. 
The  meaning  of  the  text  is,  that  because  of  his  unbelief  h©^^  is 
in  respect  to  character  guilty,  or  deserving  of  the  penalty,  ^^"wd 
as  such  justly  exposed  to  it.  Is  there  any  other  sense  in  wlr^  ich 
all  men  can  be  said  to  be  condemned  or  under  condemna-*'—  ^^^ 
in  this  world  of  mercy? 
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Look  at  a  similar  case  among  men.  Suppose  one  arraigned 
for  the  crime  of  mm*der  before  a  judge  having  the  prerogative 
of  pardon,  as  God  had  by  virtue  of  the  promised  redemption ; 
he  comes  to  pronounce  sentence;  and  suppose  too  the  sen- 
tence to  involve  the  decision  that  the  accused  is  guilty  of  the 
crime  charged,  by  dooming  him  to  that  to  which  he  could  not 
be  condemned  were  he  not  guilty,  even  as  plainly  as  a  sentence 
bringing  him  to  the  scaffold ;  would  not  usage  justify  us  in  say- 
ing— would  not  all  the  world  say,  that  the  accused  was  con- 
denmed  ?  and  when  the  main  question,  and  from  the  nature  of 
the  case  the  only  possible  question  .was,  whether  he  was  guilty 
or  not,  and  as  such  exposed  to  the  penalty,  would  not  this  be 
called  a  sentence  to  condemnation  as  certainly  and  as  properly 
as  a  sentence  dooming  absolutely  to  bear  the  penalty  ? 

Whether  therefore  the  phrase,  sentence  unto  or  in  condemna- 
tiofiy  denotes  a  sentence  dooming  to  legal  penalty,  and  thus  in- 
volving its  actual  execution,  must  be  decided,  not  by  the  mere 
words,  but  by  the  instances  to  which  they  are  applied,  or  some- 
thing in  the  connection.  So  far  as  the  nature  of  the  case  is 
concerned,  I  only  remark  here — intending  to  examine  this 
more  fully  hereafter — that  the  sentence  spoken  of  by  the 
apostle  was  pronounced  under  an  economy  of  mercy  for  all 
men,  even  for  all  who  are  delivered  from  the  penalty  of  the 
law,  and  therefore  could  not  be  a  sentence  dooming  all  men 
actually  to  bear  the  legal  penalty. 

Let  us  now  look  at  the  connection.  Here  however, we  must 
keep  in  mind  the  precise  point  at  issue.  It  is  not  whether  the 
sentence  pronounced  on  Adam,  and  also  on  his  posterity,  im- 
plied their  sinfulness,  and  of  course  their  jicst  exposure  to  the 
legal  penalty  as  sinners,  nor  whether  it  actually  and  abso- 
lutely doomed  them  to  temporal  death  on  account  of  their  sin- 
fulness, but  whether  it  absolutely  condemned  them  to  bear  the 
legal  penalty  so  that  there  was  no  escape;  i.  e.,  was  it  a  sen- 
tence of  hopeless  condemnation  to  the  legal  penalty  ?  It  is  to 
no  purpose  to  say  that  the  death  to  which  they  were  hopelessly 
doomed,  was  a  part  of  the  evil  of  the  legal  penalty.  Be  it  so. 
This  it  must  be  in  the  nature  of  the  case,  if  they  were  to  suffer 
any  evil  even  in  the  form  of  discipline  or  chastisement,  for  the 
penalty  included  the  highest  degree  of  evil  of  which  they  were 
capable.  But  if  it  was  only  a  part  of  the  evil  of  the  penalty, 
then  it  was  not  the  penalty  itself;  nor  was  it  even  penal,  be- 
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cause  though  it  be  an  expression  of  some  degree  of  displeasnre 
for  sin,  it  could  not  make  a  full  or  adequate  expression  of  dis- 
pleasure, and  no  evil  can  he  penal  which  fails  to  do  this. 

What  I  maintain  then  is,  that  the  sentence  to  condemnation 
pronounced  on  the  human  race  was  on  account  of  sin  and  guilt, 
expressing  God's  displeasure,  though  not  in  that  full  degree 
which  the  infliction  of  the  legal  penalty  requires,  and  deciding 
their  guilt  and  just  exposure  or  liability  to  the  full  legal  pen- 
alty. Tlio  point  in  question  then  may  be  thus  presented, 
whether  this  sentence  was  such  as  involved  the  just  exposure 
of  all  men  to  the  infliction  of  the  legal  penalty,  or  such  as  in- 
volved its  actual  infliction  ?  On  this  point,  leaving  the  nature 
of  the  case  for  future  inquiry,  I  now  appeal  to  the  context 
The  apostle  then,  in  the  16th  verse,  says  that  the  sentence  was 
of  (for)  one  oflfense,  elg  KardKpLna,  but  the  free  gift  (xdpia}ia)  is 
of  (for)  many  offenses  (e??  SiKcUiOfia)  unto  a  provision  for  righ^ 
eousness.  Now  if  the  elg  KardKpifia  denotes  an  act  of  absolute 
condemnation  to  the  penalty,  the  d^  diKalcjfia  denotes  an  act  of 
absolute  fTustification.  If  the  sentence  unto  condemnation  in- 
volves absolute  condemnation,  or  condemnation  in  the  sense  of 
dooming  to  bear  the  penalty,  then  the  free  gift  unto  an  ordi- 
nance of  righteousness  or  Justification  involves  absolute  Justifi- 
cation. Thus  the  Universalist  argues  from  the  premises  fu^ 
nished  by  most  commentators,  and  argues  most  unanswerably 
if  the  premises  are  true.  But  it  is  conceded  by  those  with, 
whom  I  now  reason,  that  the  %rfp£(T^  elg  diKaicjfia  is  a  provision, 
or  gift  not  involving  the  absolute  Justification  of  all  men,  but 
one  which  may  be  followed  with  the  act  of  absolute  Justifica— 
tion  of  all  men,  or  is  in  one  respect  at  least  a  sufficient  ground 
for  this  act.  It  follows  then,  the  Kplfia  elg  KardKpifm  is  a  judg- 
ment not  involving  an  absolute  condemnation  of  all  men. 

The  very  form  of  the  expression  shows  this.  Why  et?  Kdra- 
Kpifia  instead  of  Kplfm  rov  KaraKpifiaTo^,  and  elg  6iiccU<M)fia  instead 
of  rov  diKatcjuaTog  ^  Again,  in  the  next  verse,  the  apostle  ex- 
pressly specifies  a  condition — the  receiving  abundance  of  grace 
and  the  gift  of  righteousness — of  actual  salvation ;  thus  clearly 
implying  that  without  this  condition,  i.  e.,  on  condition  of  im- 
penitence and  unbelief,  men  would  perish  under  the  penalty  of 
sin  ;  in  other  words,  that  the  exposure  to  the  actual  infliction 
of  the  penalty  was  not  absolute  but  conditional.  But  the  sen- 
tence to  some  death — the  death  of  which  the  apostle  speaks — 
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was  an  absolute  sentence.  This  then  was  not  the  legal  penalty. 
Ooce  more,  that  the  gift  of  grace,  or  the  grace  of  God  in  this 
provision  for  Justification  and  life,  did  not  involve  the  actual 
salvation  of  any,  is  clearly  asserted  in  verse  20th,  "  that  grace 
might  reign  through  righteousness,"  &c.  Of  course  the  sen- 
tence unto  condemnation  pronounced  after  the  promise  of  a 
Redeemer,  did  not  involve  an  absolute  or  hopeless  condemna- 
tion to  tlie  penalty  of  sin. 

Tlie  judgment  then,  the  sentence  unto  condemnation,  was  not 
a  sentence  of  condemnation ;  not  a  sentence  absolutely  doom- 
ing the  race  to  eternal  death — no  such  was  ever  pronounced  on 
mankind — but  a  sentence  pronounced  under  an  economy  of 
mercy  dooming  all  men  to  return  to  dust,  and  clearly  implying 
the  sinfulness  of  all,  and  their  just  exposure  to  eternal  death  as 
the  penalty  of  sin.  Thus  rightly  to  interpret  the  phrase  Kpl^ia 
elg  KaroKpiiui  is  the  key  to  the  whole  context,  since  on  this,  the 
interpretation  I  oppose  entirely  depends.  The  only  question 
is,  whether  God  ever  sentenced  the  human  race  in  consequence 
of  Adam's  sin,  to  bear  the  penalty  of  his  law;  i.  e.,  absolutely 
and  hopelessly  doomed  them  to  everlasting  death.  But  he  did 
sentence  them  absolutely  and  hopelessly  to  some  death.  What 
was  it  but  temporal  death,  and  temporal  death  because  all  have 
sinned,  and  yet  temporal  death  under  an  economy  of  mercy  ? 
True,  this  sentence  unto  condemnation  was  pronounced  by  a 
Judge,  but  a  Judge  who  had  laid  aside  the  terrore  of  legal 
majesty;  and  though  frowning  at  sin,  put  on  the  smile  of 
mercy  to  win  back  a  rebellious  world  to  his  favor.  This  brings 
us  to  contemplate  more  particularly  the  nature  of  the  case. 

The  death  then  of  which  the  apostle  treats  in  this  passage,  is 
the  death  to  which  all  mankind  were  doomed  after  the  apostasy 
of  our  first  parents,  in  the  sentence,  "  dust  thou  art,  and  unto 
dust  shall  thou  return"  (Gen.  iii.  19).  Tliis  will  be  admitted. 
I  ask  then,  whether  the  apostle  could  have  understood,  or  ex- 
pected his  readers  to  understand  an  event  described  by  Moses 
in  this  language,  to  be  what  Prof.  Hodge  represents,  viz.,  that 
men  begin  to  exist  out  of  communion  with  God  ?  This,  ac- 
cording to  the  Professor,  is  "  the  essence  and  sum  of  all  evils" 
— "  it  is  inflicted  antecedent  to  them  all,"  and  was  described  in 
the  language,  "  dust  thou  art,  and  unto  dust  shall  thou  return !" 
This  is  too  much  I  think  for  sober  exegesis. 

Again :  the  death  spoken  of  is  not  that  which  was  threatened 
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in  the  law,  and  therefore  is  not  the  legal  penalty.  So  far  from 
it,  that  instead  of  pronouncing  the  sentence  of  the  law,  the  first 
annunciation  from  the  offended  Lawgiver  is  the  gracious  prom- 
ise, "  the  seed  of  the  woman  shall  bruise  the  serpent's  head.'' 
Here  then  we  have  not  a  legal  process,  arraigning,  trying,  and 
dooming  to  legal  penalty,  but  the  promise  of  a  Eedeemee  ;— 
not  a  sentence  to  bear  the  legal  penalty,  but  redemption  from 
that  penalty.  And  are  we  to  be  told,  that  this  proclamation 
of  grace  was  instantly  followed  with  the  sentence  of  penal  jus- 
tice ?  Was  man  thus  redeemed — thus  placed  under  an  econo- 
my of  grace,  and  at  the  same  moment  doomed  to  bear  the  very 
penalty  of  the  law  from  which  he  was  reprieved  by  mercy? 
Tliis  is  incredible, — impossible.  The  language  of  the  sentence 
compared  with  that  nl*  the  law,  shows  the  same  thing.  The 
law  says,  '"^thou  shalt  surely  die;"  language  which,  as  used 
in  such  a  connection,  as  Jewish  phraseology,  perpetuated  and 
explained  in  the  New  Testament  (as  we  have  already  shown), 
denotes  death  in  sin, — eternal  death.  What  now  was  the  sen- 
tence actually  passed  on  Adam  under  an  economy  of  redemp- 
tion ?  Not,  thou  shalt  die^ — die  under  the  curse  of  the  law, — 
die  in  sin, — die  hopelessly  as  an  immortal  being ; — not,  thou 
shalt  depart  from  this  world  to  the  complete  and  endless  mis- 
ery threatened  in  the  law.  No ;  but,  "  dust  thou  art,  and  unto 
du^t  shalt  thou  return."  By  the  law,  man  must  have  been 
doomed  to  the  extreme  of  misery  as  an  immortal  being,  by  the 
sentence  under  grace,  to  temporal  death  with  other  evils.  The 
death  then  which  is  here  denounced  and  of  which  the  apostle 
is  speaking,  is  not  the  legal  penalty  of  sin. 

Secondly — ^Tlie  death  of  which  the  apostle  speaks  is  common 
to  all  men.  It  actually  came  on  Adam — it  comes  on  all  men 
under  an  economy  of  mercy ;  and  what  is  more,  it  comes  on 
those  who  are  delivered  from  the  cui-se  of  the  law.  It  is  a 
death  which,  in  their  case,  as  an  evil,  is  destroyed.  2  Tim.  i.  10 : 
"To  die  is  gain."  Is  this  death,  the  penalty — the  very  curse 
of  God's  law  ? 

Tliirdly — It  is  death  which  takes  place  in  this  world.  The 
apostle  tells  us,  that  it  entered  the  world  hy  sin, — that  it  passed 
upon  all  men, — that  it  reigned  from  Adam  to  Moses.  And 
is  this  the  legal  penalty  due  to  sin  ?  Have  the  whole  human 
race, — all  men,  Adam,  Noah,  Abraham,  and  all  the  patriarchs, 
actually  died  in  their  sins  ?    Are  all  that  ever  lived  in  this 
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world,  now  siiflfering  the  penalty  of  God's  violated  law  ?  But 
it  is  said,  and  this  is  all  that  can  be  said  with  the  least  plausi- 
bility in  support  of  the  interpretation  now  opposed,  that  the 
same  apostle  often  uses  the  word  death^  and  particularly  in 
chap.  vi.  23,  to  denote  the  legal  penalty.  To  this  I  reply,  that 
the  mere  word  decides  nothing  on  the  point,  because  it  is 
wholly  ambiguous  in  itself — one  of  the  most  so  in  the  Scrip- 
tures— being  used  in  different  senses  in  the  same  sentence. 
Tlie  oidy  mode  of  deciding  its  meaning  is  from  the  connection, 
from  evidence  furnished  by  the  case  itself.  When  then,  in  chap. 
vi.  23,  we  are  told  that ''  the  wages  of  sin  is  death,  but  the  gift 
of  God  is  eternal  life,"  the  meaning  is  clear  and  decisive. 
Death  as  the  wages,  the  penalty  of  sin,  and  as  contrasted  with 
eternal  life,  is  undeniably  eternal  death.  But  with  the  same 
unerring  certainty  we  say,  that  death  which  takes  place  in  this 
world,  which  passes  on  all  men,  and  which  reigned  from  Adam 
to  Moses,  is  temporal  death.  The  apostle  refers  to  a  fact  of 
history  in  this  zoorld^  SLnd  reasons  from  it  as  one  placed  beyond 
all  doubt  and  denial,  the  fact  of  universal  temporal  death. 
How  is  it  possible  that  the  love  of  system  can  blind  tlie  mind 
to  truth  so  palpable !  The  reason  why  so  many  commentators 
suppose  deathy  in  this  passage,  to  include  the  entire  evil  com- 
prised in  the  legal  penalty  is,  that  the  apostle  most  obviously 
aimed  to  prove  that  all  men  were  sinners,  and  as  such  were 
under  condemnation.  Thus  Professor  Stuai't  admits  tliat  the 
death  spoken  of  is  universal^  that  this  is  temporal  death,  and 
tliat  the  apostle  had  this  particidarly  in  view  /  and  yet  tliat 
"  this  does  not  oblige  us  to  infer  that  other  parts  of  the  penalty 
are  designedly  excluded"  (p.  227).  The  error  lies  in  supposing 
that  the  entire  evil  of  penalty  is  included  in  the  word  deaths 
whereas  the  apostle,  by  the  death  of  which  he  speaks  (tempo- 
ral death,  a  universal  palpable  fact),  simply  proves  that  all 
men  are  sinners^  and  as  such  are  condem7i€d  to  bear  the  fvU 
penalty  of  sin^  so  far  as  sin  and  law  condemn,  while  yet  they 
are  under  an  economy  of  pardoning  mercy. 

Fourthly — ^That  the  death  spoken  of  in  this  passage  is  the 
legal  penalty,  is  most  explicitly  denied  by  the  apostle,  in  the 
immediate  context.  Having  affirmed  in  the  12th  verse  that 
all  have  sinned,  he  proceeds  to  prove  it.  As  if  he  said,  con- 
trary to  what  some  may  suppose,  sin  was  in  the  world  before 

the  Mosaic  law  existed ;  but  sin  is  not  imputed,  i.  e.,  is  not 
18  12« 
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charged  and  punished  in  this  world,  when  there  is  no  positive 
revealed  law,  or  when  there  is  no  such  law  with  a  penalty. 
As  temporal  death,  the  death  of  which  the  apostle  speaks,  was 
the  actual  penalty  of  the  Mosaic  law  as  a  civil  institution,  it 
was  very  natural  that  those  to  whom  the  apostle  wrote,  should 
suppose,  either  that  it  was  th^  penalty  of  some  positive  law,  or 
that  otherwise  it  was  in  no  sense  the  consequence,  and  there- 
fore that  it  was  no  proof  of  sin.  While  therefore  the  apostle 
asserts  that  sin  was  in  the  world  before  the  Mosaic  law,  he  is 
very  careful  to  show  that  he  did  not  rest  this  assertion  on  the 
fact  that  sin  was  imputed,  i.  e.,  charged  and  punished  by  the 
infliction  of  any  legal  penalty.  Had  he  reasoned  on  this  princi* 
pie,  he  was  perfectly  aware  that  he  would  in  fact,  and  in  the 
view  of  his  readers,  have  reasoned  inconclusively.  He  was  care- 
ful therefore  to  guard  against  this  view  of  his  argument,  by 
saying  that  sin  is  not  imputed  when  there  is  no  law.  But  if  the 
prevalence  of  sin  in  the  world  before  the  Mosaic  law  cannot 
be  proved  in  this  way,  i.  e.,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  charged 
and  punished  with  a  legal  penalty,  how  can  it  be  proved! 
Why,  very  obviously  and  conclusively ;  for  although  sin  was 
not  imputed^  i.  e.,  was  not  charged  and  punished  with  temporal 
death  as  a  legal  penalty,  when  there  was  no  revealed  law  hav- 
ing such  a  penalty ;  nevertheless  death  ths  consequence^  and 
therefore  the  proof  of  sin,  reigned  during  the  whole  interval. 
Here  then  we  have  the  explicit  assertion  of  the  apostle,  that 
death  did  not  come  on  mankind  as  a  legal  penalty. 

The  correctness  of  this  interpretation  depends  entirely  on  the 
import  of  two  plu'ases — "  sin  is  not  imputed^^  and  "  when  there 
is  no  law."  In  my  own  view,  when  the  former  is  applied  to 
God,  or  when  God  is  said  not  to  impute  sin,  it  means  that  he 
does  not  both  charge  and  punish  the  sinner^  or  inflict  the  legal 
penalty  of  sin.  When  applied  to  God  without  the  negative 
particle  not^  or  when  God  is  said  to  impute  sin^  the  meaning  is, 
that  he  considers,  or  knows  the  subject  to  be  a  sinner,  and 
treats  or  determines  to  treat  him  as  such  by  inflicting  the  legal 
penalty  of  sin.  God  never  does  the  latter  without  also  doing 
the  former ;  i.  e.,  he  never  inflicts  or  determines  to  inflict  the 
penalty  of  sin  on  any  except  those  whom  he  considers  or 
knows  to  be  sinners.  But  he  does  remit  the  legal  penalty  in 
the  case  of  those  whom  he  considers  and  knows  to  be  sinners. 
To  do  this  is  not  the  direct  and  full  converse  of  imputing  sin, 
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for  he  still  considers  them  as  sinners.  It  is  however  not  im- 
puting sin,  because  an  essential  part  of  the  act  of  imputed  sin 
is  not  done ;  the  legal  penalty  is  not  executed.  Tlie  proof  of 
this  is  of  course  to  be  derived,  not  from  the  various  uses  of  the 
word  koyl^oficu,  but  from  the  phrase  not  to  impute  sin.  A  clear 
ease,  and  one  sufficient  for  my  present  purpose,  is  the  prayer  of. 
Shimei,  2  Sam.  xix.  19 :  "  Let  not  my  Lord  impute  iniquity 
unto  me."  Shimei  does  not  ask  his  Lord  not  to  esteem  him  a 
sinner,  for  he  confesses  his  sin ;  but  not  to  inflict  the  penalty, 
or  to  reckon  and  pronounce  him  a  sirmer  to  be  punished.  So 
in  Ps.  xxxii.  1,2;  Rom.  iv.  8 ;  2  Cor.  v.  19. 

Another  question  is,  what  is  the  import  of  the  phrase  "  when 
there  is  no  la/wJ^^  Some  understand  it  in  the  broadest  sense ; 
i.  e.,  to  denote  neither  a  revealed  law,  nor  the  law  written  on 
the  heart,  or  no  law  whatever.  To  suppose  the  apostle  to  use 
the  phrase  in  this  meaning,  would  be  to  suppose  him  to  say  in 
the  entire  sentence  what  is  true,  but  what  is  entirely  irrelevant 
to  his  purpose.  What  possible  occasion  had  he  to  affirm  that 
God  never  imputed  sin  when  there  is  no  law  whatever,  and  of 
course  no  transgi'ession  ?  Who  could  suppose  that  God  imr 
puted  sin  when  tliere  was  none  ?  How  could  the  fact  enable 
him  either  by  itself  or  in  connection  with  any  other  fact,  to 
prove  that  sin  was  in  the  world  until  the  Mosaic  law  ?  His 
argument  on  this  supposition  must  be  this — and  this  has  been 
the  opinion  of  many  commentators — that  as  God  does  not  im- 
pute sin  when  there  is  no  law  whatever,  therefore  as  God  did 
impute  sin  to  men  before  the  Mosaic  law,  there  must  have 
been  a  law  during  that  period.  But  this  argument  is  built 
on  a  false  premise.  God  did  not  impiUe  sin  to  men ;  i.  e., 
he  did  not  bring  temporal  death  on  men  as  a  penalty,  nor 
execute  any  legal  penalty  on  men  universally  in  this  world 
during  the  period  specified.  Besides,  to  suppose  the  apostle 
to  assert  this,  is  to  suppose  him  to  say,  that  the  death  which 
reigned  from  Adam  to  Moses  was  the  full  penalty  of  the  law 
of  that  period,  which  none  will  admit  who  adopt  this  view 
of  the  passage.  To  say  that  this  death  was  not  the  legal  pen- 
alty, and  that  it  was  only  a  proof  that  God  considered  men 
as  sinnero,  is  to  concede  that  it  is  no  proof  that  God,  in  the 
true  meaning  of  the  language,  imputed  sin;  for  the  phrase 
will  not  bear  this  meaning,  viz.,  that  of  simply  considering 
ur  regardisMf  m^i  as  sinneis. 
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But  we  can  be  at  no  loss  concerning  the  meaning  of  the 
phrase,  firj  dvrog  vofiov^  "  when  there  is  no  law.^^  It  obviously 
describes  the  condition  of  those  that  lived  before  the  giving 
of  the  Mosaic  law,  when  indeed  there  was  a  law  written  on 
the  heart,  but  710  revealed  law.  He  thus  by  stating  the  prin- 
ciple that  sin  is  not  iniputed  when  there  is  no  (revealed)  law, 
affirms  the  fact  that  it  was  not  imputed  during  the  period  of 
which  he  speaks ;  i.  e.,  it  w^as  not  punished  with  temporal 
death  as  a  legal  penalty.  Notwithstanding  this  fact,  or  as  he 
says,  "  nevertheless,"  he  maintains  his  position  that  "  sin  was 
then  in  the  world  until  the  law,"  and  proved  to  be  60,  not  in- 
deed on  the  ground  that  it  Wds  impxiied^  but  on  that  of  another 
fact,  the  universal  prevalence  of  death  the  consequence  of  sin. 
But  the  language  of  the  apostle  is  decisive  of  this  point.  Com- 
pare Eoni.  ii.  12,  13,  where  to  be  without  law — not  to  have 
law — not  having  laio^  is  not  having  a  revealed  law.  The  plain 
meaning  of  the  apostle  in  these  verses  is,  that  sin  was  not  pun- 
ished in  this  world  by  the  infliction  of  the  hgal  penalty  when 
there  was  no  revealed  law,  and  that  nevertheless  death  reigned 
from  Adam  to  Moses.  Tlie  following  paraphrase  will  present 
the  apostle's  thoughts  in  this  part  of  the  passage :  "  I  have  said 
that  all  men,  in  all  ages  and  nations,  have  sinned.  Nor  let  any 
suppose  that  there  can  be  no  sin  except  in  transgressing  or  re- 
jecting the  law  of  Moses,  or  that  there  was  no  sin  in  the  world 
till  this  law  was  given ;  for  sin  was  in  the  world  before  the  law 
of  Moses  existed.  True  indeed  it  is,  that  sin  was  not  then  vis- 
ited in  thi^  world  with  the  infliction  of  a  legal  penalty,  as  it 
was  under  the  Mosaic  law.  Nevertheless  death,  which  is  by 
sin,  the  consequence  and  proof  of  sin,  reigned  through  that 
whole  interval." 

Fifthly — In  confirmation  of  this  view  of  the  passage  I  ask, 
why  did  the  apostle  appeal  in  his  argument  to  the  prevalence 
of  death  from  Adam  to  Moses  ?  Tliis  period  was  evidently  dis- 
tinguished  \)j  Qome  peculiarity  decisive  in  its  bearing  on  his 
argimient.  Hy  what  peculiarity  f  Tliis  is  a  vital  question.  I 
answ^er  then,  not  that  during  this  period  there  was  absolutely 
no  law  by  which  was  the  knowledge  of  sin,. and  by  which  sin 
could  be  charged,  for  it  is  beyond  all  denial,  that  the  law  of 
nature  was  written  on  the  heart  during  this  period.  Nor  w>is 
it  a  peculiarity  of  this  period  that  death  was  any  more  a  con- 
sequence of  Adam's  sin,  or  that  it  could  be  am/  more  clearly 
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shown  to  be  a  consequence  of  Adam's  sin,  than  during  any 
other.  For  although  it  could  be  shown  that  death  during  this 
period  was  not  the  legal  penalty  of  any  reveal^  law,  it  could 
not  be  shown  that  it  was  not  the  consequence — I  do  not  say 
the  penalty — of  the  law  written  on  the  heart.  As  to  the  sup- 
position that  tlie  apostle  refers  to  infants,  if  we  admit  so  strange 
a  supposition,  there  is  plainly  nothing  peculiar  in  respect  to 
that  class  of  infants.  It  is  just  as  true  that  other  infants  had 
not  violated  the  law  of  nature  as  that  these  had  not.  Besides, 
it  is  undeniable  that  he  refers  to  the  death  of  adults,  and  that 
there  was  some  peculiarity  in  their  case,  as  truly  as  in  that 
of  infants,  which  he  deemed  necessary  to  his  argument.  The 
question  then  is,  what  was  this  peculianty  ?  Not  that  they 
died  on  account  of  Adam's  sin  in  any  sense  in  which  the  adults 
of  any  other  period  did  not  die  for  Adam's  sin.  And  further- 
more, and  let  this  be  particularly  noticed,  that  there  was  not 
according  to  the  history  of  this  period,  any  thing  in  the  con- 
dition, in  the  character,  or  in  the  circumstances — not  a  solitary 
fact  in  any  r^^^eci  peculiar  to  that  portion  of  the  human  race, 
by  which  the  apostle  could  show  in  his  argument  that  they 
died  on  account  of  Adam's  sin.  The  fact  then,  and  the  only 
fact,  on  account  of  which  he  could  have  i^ef erred  to  the  period 
from  Adam  to  Moses  was  this :  that  during  that  period  there 
was  no  law  whatever  of  wliich  the  death  that  prevailed  could 
be  the  legal  penalty.  If  then  the  apostle  attempted  to  prove 
the  existence  of  sin  during  that  period,  by  inferring  it  from 
the  prevalence  of  death  as  the  legal  penalty  of  sin,  he  did  so 
though  there  was  no  law,  and  when  he  himself  asserted  that 
there  was  no  law  of  which  death  could  be  tlie  legal  penalty. 

In  opposition  to  this  view  of  the  subject,  it  is  claimed 
that  the  apostle  clearly  teaches  that  the  death  of  the  period 
under  consideration,  was  the  penalty  of  Adam's  sin.  The  argu- 
ment for  this  doctrine  may  be  stated  in  its  entire  force  in  this 
form :  Death,  as  it  takes  place  in  the  world,  is  and  must  be 
the  penalty  of  sin ;  and  as  death  from  Adam  to  Moses  could 
not  be  the  penalty  of  either  the  Mosaic  law  nor  of  the  law 
written  on  the  heart,  it  must  be  the  penalty  of  the  law  given 
to  Adam,  or  the  legal  penalty  of  his  sin.  (Yide  Hodge  on 
Eom.  p.  176.) 

Such  is  the  argument,  and  let  it  be  noticed,  that  on  this  the 
whole  question  depends.    If  it  is  fallacious,  all  pretense  that 
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the  apostle  teaches  that  temporal  death  is  the  legal  penalty 
of  Adam's  sin  or  of  any  other  sin,  mnst  be  abandoned.  Let 
us  then  examine  the  argument.     My  firdt  remark  concerning 

It  IS — 

That  the  main  premise  is  wholly  unauthorized.  Where  is  the 
proof  that  death,  as  it  comes  on  all  men  in  this  world,  is  and 
must  be  the  legal  penalty  of  sin  ?  We  say  there  is  none  on 
this  point,  and  none  is  adduced  even  in  pretense.  The  posi- 
tion is  a  mere  assumption — a  mere  begging  of  the  question  in 
respect  to  the  main  thing  in  debate. 

Again :  this  assumption  is  contradicted  by  plain  matter  of 
fact.  Temporal  death  as  common  to  mankind,  as  we  have 
seen,  is  not  and  cannot  be  the  legal  penalty  of  sin,  inasmuch  as 
it  takes  place  under  an  economy  of  mercy,  and  is  actually  en- 
dured by  multitudes  who  are  delivered  from  the  legal  penalty 
of  sin. 

Further:  the  assumption  that  death  during  the  period  spoken 
of  is  the  penalty  of  any  law  whatever,  is,  as  we  have  seen,  ex- 
pressly denied  by  the  apostle.  Tlius  he  says,  sin  is  not  m- 
putedj  is  not  visited  with  a  legal  penalty  when  there  is  no  law 
having  a  penalty ;  and  this  principle  is  brought  forward  as 
applicable  to  the  period  between  Adam  and  Moses.  He  thus 
unequivocally  teaches  that  there  was  no  law  of  which  the 
death  of  that  period  was  the  penalty  of  sin.  On  what  author- 
ity then  is  it  assumed,  that  all  the  death  that  takes  place  in  this 
world  is  the  legal  penalty  of  sin ;  or  that  the  death  which  pre- 
vailed from  Adam  to  Moses,  was  the  penalty  of  the  law  given 
to  Adam  ?    But  this  is  not  all. 

If  we  concede  that  the  death  referred  to  was  the  penalty  of 
sin,  there  is  no  proof  that  it  was  the  penalty  of  Adam^s  sin, 
but  rather  proof  to  the  contrary.  There  is  no  more  reason  for 
supposing  the  law  of  Adam  to  be  in  force  as  an  existing  law, 
than  for  supposing  the  law  of  Moses  to  be  in  force  during  that 
period.  Why  not  then  say  that  the  death  of  that  period  was 
the  penalty  of  the  one  law  as  well  as  of  the  other?  Why 
might  it  not  as  well  be  the  penalty  of  a  law  which  had  not 
begun  to  exist,  as  the  penalty  of  a  law  which  had  ceased  to 
exist?  Or  rather,  if  it  must  be  regarded  as  the  penalty  of 
some  law,  why  not  regard  it  as  the  penalty  of  the  only  existing 
law,  viz.,  the  law  written  on  the  heart?  It  is  to  no  purpose  to 
say  that  many,  especially  infants,  did  not  violate  this  law;  for 
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neither  did  they  violate  the  law  given  to  Adam.  Besides,  the 
question  now  to  be  answered  is  this — of  what  law  was  the 
death  of  the  adults  referred  to,  the  penalty  ?  Surely,  to  say  it 
was  the  penalty  of  the  law  given  to  Adam,  or  the  legal  pen- 
alty of  his  sin,  is  not  only  gratuitous,  but  against  the  much 
stronger  probability  (if  it  was  the  penalty  of  any  law)  that  it 
was  the  penalty  of  the  only  law  which  was  then  in  existence, 
and  which  they  had  actually  ti'ansgressed.  To  believe  this, — 
indeed  to  believe  that  the  death  of  infants  was  by  anticipation 
the  penalty  of  the  law  of  nature,  as  one  which  they  certainly 
would  violate,  is  less  irrational  than  to  believe  it  to  be  the  pen- 
alty of  a  law  which  they  never  had  and  never  could  violate. 

Again :  in  all  the  history  of  the  period  under  consideration, 
there  is  not  a  solitary  fact  which  shows  that  death  was  the 
legal  penalty  of  Adam's  sin  ;  while  some  of  the  most  striking 
facts  are  decisive  that  in  many  instances  it  was  not.  None 
that  can  support  this  scheme  has  ever  been  specified,  and 
for  this  reason,  none  can  be  found.  The  destruction  of  the 
world  by  a  deluge,  and  of  Sodom  and  Gomorrah  by  fire  and 
brimstone,  were  well-known  ijistances  of  death  for  personal 
sin,  for  actual  transgressions.  What  an  utter  failure  then  in 
argument,  to  have  referred  to  this  period  to  prove  that  man- 
kind died  as  the  legal  penalty  of  Adam's  sin  I  There  is  not  a 
fact  to  support  such  a  conclusion,  but  many  which  most  de- 
cisively prove  the  contrary. 

But  it  is  said,  "  that  death  musf  be  the  legal  penalty  of  sin." 
But  I  ask,  why  it  mitst  be  ?  Is  there  no  other  way  in  which 
death  can  be  a  conaeqtience  of  sin,  than  as  its  legal  penalty  ? 
Was  the  death  of  Abraham  and  of  all  the  patriarchs,  and  of  all 
(he  prophets  and  apostles,  the  legal  penalty  of  sin  ?  Plainly 
the  position,  the  main  premise  of  the  argument  under  consid- 
eration, is  a  false  one.  ^'  Death,"  it  is  said,  ^^  must  be  the  legal 
penalty  of  sin."  Where  is  the  proof — where  is  the  attempt  at 
proof}  It  is  the  merest  assumption,  or  rather  a  most  palpable 
begging  of  the  main  question  in  the  debate — How  do  these 
men  know  the  truth  of  what  they  affirm  ?  How  dare  they  as- 
sert that  death  in  this  world  is  the  legal  penalty  of  sin,  in  face 
of  the  plain  and  undeniable  fact,  that  it  comes  on  all  men 
under  an  economy  of  mercy, — comes  on  the  individuals  who 
are  delivered  from  the  legal  penalty  of  sin, — comes  on  men 
who  had  no  law  with  deatl^  as  its  penalty,  when  the  apostle 
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expressly  declares  that  in  such  a  case,  sin  is  not  visited  with  a 
legal  penalty. 

I  now  proceed  as  I  proposed — 

Secondly — ^To  offer  proofs  against  the  interpretation  of  the 
passage  which  I  oppose.* 

It  will  be  sufficient  for  the  present  purpose  to  show — 

Fii'st — ^That  the  apostle  teaches  that  death,  considered  as  an 
event  common  to  all  men,  is  not  a  Ugal  penalti/ ;  and  sec- 
ondly, that  the  sin,  the  universality  of  which  he  infers  from 
the  universality  of  death,  is  actual  sin,  and  not  the  imputed  sin 
of  Adam. 

Fii-st — Tlie  apostle  teaches,  that  death  considered  as  an  event 
common  to  all  men,  is  not  a  legal  penalty.  We  suppose  it  will 
be  admitted,  that  the  apostle  here  refere  to  the  sentence  de- 
nounced after  the  fall,  upon  Adam  and  his  race,  as  disclosing 
the  facts  respecting  his  sin  and  its  consequences.  Here  then 
we  might  rest  our  present  position.  For,  as  we  have  shown 
that  sentence  was  not  the  sentence  of  the  law^  nor  was  its 
execution  the  penalty  of  the  law.  Many  die  the  death  de- 
nounced in  that  sentence,  who^are  delivered  from  the  legal 
penalty.  This  we  regard  as  absolutely  decisive  on  the  point 
now  at  issue. 

But  we  are  not  obliged  to  leave  the  question  here.  The 
apostle  in  the  veiy  passage  under  consideration,  has  directly 
and  formally  disproved  the  doctrine  that  death  comes  on  men 
as  Xhe  penalty  of  any  law  whatever.  He  first  asserts,  that  the 
sin  which  is  in  the  world,  came  into  it  by  one  man.  He  next 
affirms,  that  death  is  by  sin,  and  that  death,  as  the  consequence 
of  sin,  passed  on  all  men  because  all  had  sinned.  In  confirma- 
tion of  this  statement,  he  appeals  to  a  known  and  acknowledged 
matter  of  fact,  viz.,  that  before  the  Mosaic  law,  sin  was  in  the 
world.  "  But,"  he  adds,  "  sin  is  not  imputed  when  there  is 
no  law  ;"  i.  e.,  sin  is  not  charged  and  punished  when  there  is 
no  law.  Nevertheless,  death  the  consequence  (not  the  penalty) 
of  sin  prevailed  from  Adam  to  Moses, — a  period  in  which  there 
was  no  law  of  which  death  could  be  the  penalty.  Sin  there- 
fore was  in  the  world  (as  death,  its  consequence,  decisively 
proves),  even  when  there  was  no  law  with  death  as  its  penalty. 

o  The  remainder  of  this  chapter  is  taken  from  the  Quarterly  ChriBtian  Specta- 
tor, Vol.  III.  No.  2,  pp.  816-828.  0 
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Thus,  while  the  apostle  decisively  teaches  that  death  is  the  con- 
sequence of  sin,  he  proves  that  it  is  not  the  Ugal penalty  of  sin, 
according  to  any  law  whatever. 

In  confirmation  of  this  view  of  the  passage  we  ask,  why  did 
the  apostle  appeal  to  the  prevalence  of  death  from  Adam  to 
Mbsts  f  This  period  was  obviously  distinguished  by  some  pe- 
culiar tty  decisive  in  its  bearing  on  the  apostle's  argument. 
By  what  peculiarity  ?  This  is  a  vital  question.  We  answer 
then,  not  by  the  fact,  that  death  during  this  period  was  at  all 
more  a  consequence  of  Adam's  sin,  or  was  mi  re  clearly  shawn 
to  be  a  consequence  of  Adam's  sin,  than  at  any  other  period. 
Not  that  during  the  period  there  was  no  law,  by  which  was 
the  knowledge  of  sin,  and  by  which  sin  could  be  charged ;  for 
it  is  beyond  all  denial,  that  there  was  such  a  law.  What  then 
was  the  fact  peculiar  to  this  period  ?  Plainly  this,  and  only 
this,  that  there  was  no  law  threatening  death  as  its  penalty. 
To  suppose  the  apostle  then  to  speak  of  death  in  this  case  as  a 
legal  penalty,  is  to  suppose  him  to  argue  from  a  fact  which 
directly  contradicts  his  own  doctrine, — to  argue  from  the  preva- 
lence of  death  during  a  period  in  which  there  was  no  law  that 
had  death  as  its  penalty.  The  object  of  the  apostle  then  in 
referring  to  this  period,  is  obvious.  It  was  to  show  that  death, 
flw  an  event  common  to  all  men^  did  not  come  upon  them  as  the 
penalty  of  any  law  whatever ;  but  as  an  immediate  consequence 
3f  pei-sonal  sin,  and  remotely  (in  the  manner  before  described) 
as  the  consequence  of  Adam's  sin.  Thus  he  proved  from  the 
universality  of  death,  according  to  the  original  sentence  under 
an  economy  of  grace ^  tliat  all  men  were  under  sin  and  con- 
Jemnation. 

But  our  brethren  think,  that  the  apostle  appealed  to  the 
prevalence  of  death  from  Adam  to  Moses,  for  the  very  purpose 
}f  showing  that  death  during  this  period  came  on  men  as  the 
LEGAL  PENALTY  of  Adum^s  siu.  K  this  opiuiou  can  be  shown  to 
be  wholly  groundless,  the  main  point  at  issue  will  be  decided. 
We  ask  then,  how  does  the  prevalence  of  death  from  Adam  to 
Moses,  prove  that  it  was  the  legal  penalty  of  Adam's  bin  I  The 
rast  multitude  destroyed  by  the  deluge  and  in  Sodom  and  Go- 
norrah,  are  well  known  to  have  deserved  death  themselves ; 
:o  have  died,  in  some  respect  at  least,  for  their  own  personal 
iins.  How  then  would  such  a  case  prove  that  men  died  sc^lely 
for  the  sin  of  another?     Sm'ely,  the  apostle  was  unfortunate  in 
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referring  to  this  fact  to  prove  that  death  reigned  as  the  legal 
penalty  of  Adam's  sin  exclusively,  or  in  any  respect  whatever. 

Again :  how  does  this  scheme  exhibit  the  apostle  in  other 
respects  as  a  reasoner  ?  If  we  suppose  that  there  was  a  law  at 
that  period,  viz.,  that  given  to  Adam,  of  which  death  was  the 
legal  penalty,  then  the  apostle  gravely  asserts,  according  to  our 
brethren,  tliat  altliough  sin  is  never  punished  with  death  as  a 
legal  penalty  when  there  is  no  law  threatening  death, — Tteoer- 
iheles^^  i.  e.,  notwithstanding  this  incontrovertible  principle, — 
sin  was  punished  with  death,  when  there  was  a  law  threatening 
death !  In  Other  words,  the  apostle  cmiirasts  the  period  antece- 
dent to  the  law  by  Moses,  with  that  which  was  subsequent,  by 
placing  them  in  direct  opposition,  the  one  to  the  other,  and 
tlien  proves  that  th^re  is  no  difference  between  them  ! 

But  we  shall  be  told  (and  here  lies  the  strength  of  our 
brethren's  cause),  that  the  apostle  ^r(W^«  that  death  from  Adam 
to  Moses  was  the  legal  penalty  of  AdarrCs  sin.  We  ask  then, 
how  does  he  prove  this  ?  Not  by  his  assertion  of  the  notorious 
fact,  that  aetual  sin  was  in  the  world  during  tliat  period,  beign- 
ISO  unto  deaths — ^pervading  the  whole  race,  and  bringing  this 
consequence  with  it.  Nor  will  it  be  claimed  that  tlie  apostle 
asserts  in  direct  terms,  that  death  at  this  period  was  the  legal 
penalty  of  Adam's  sin.  How  then  does  he  prove  it?  Our 
brethren  reply,  hy  inference^ — by  premises  which  unavoidably 
support  the  inference.  Let  us  then  examine  the  premises,  and 
the  conclusion  derived  from  them.  The  apostle  asserts,  that 
sin  is  not  pimished  with  death  as  a  legal  penalty,  when  there  is 
no  law  threatening  death ;  and  that  death  reigned  before  the 
Mosaic  law,  or  from  the  introduction  of  sin  to  tlie  giving  of 
this  law.  Does  it  follow  from  this  that  death  was  the  legal 
penalty  of  Adam's  sin  ?  It  is  as  palpable  a  nan  sequttttr  as 
can  easily  be  imagined.  For  how  does  the  fact,  that  death 
reigned  before  the  Mosaic  law  whose  penalty  was  deatli,  prove 
that  death  at  this  period  was  the  legal  penalty  of  the  law  given 
solely  to  Adam  ?  If  death  could  be  a  consequence  of  sin  in  no 
other  way  than  as  its  legal  penalty,  then  indeed  the  inference 
might  claim  some  plausibility.  But,  as  we  have  seen,  it  can 
be,  and  is  in  fact  a  consequence  in  some  other  way.  And  this 
exposes  at  once  what  we  have  always  considered  the  error  of 
our  brethren,  in  deriving  this  inference  from  the  apostle's 
premises.    They  assume  that  death  is  and  must  he  the  legal 
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penalty  of  some  law.  Hence  their  reasoning  (not  the  apostle's) 
6  this.  The  apostle  asserts  that  sin  is  not  punished  with  death 
18  a  legal  penalty,  when  there  is  no  law  threatening  death ; 
ind  that  death  reigned  before  the  law,  i.  e.,  from  Adam  to 
Closes.  Therefore,  as  death  is  and  must  he  the  legal  penalty  of 
wme  lawj  it  follows  that  death  at  this  period  was  the  legal 
jenalty  for  Adam's  sin.  This  we  say,  is  the  argument  of  our 
brethren  in  its  entire  strength,  so  far  as  we  can  understand  it. 
A.nd  whether  it  be  conclusive  or  not,  even  thus  stated,  who 
ioes  not  see  that  it  adds  to  tlie  premises  of  the  apostle  the  very 
[)osition  on  which  the  whole  inference  depends,  and  takes  for 
granted  the  very  point  in  debate  ?  "  Death  is  and  must  he  the 
^>effal  penalty  of  some  law.^^  Let  this  be  proved.  Let  it  be 
proved  in  opposition  to  plain  matter  of  fact;  otherwise  the 
argument  of  our  brethren  clearly  depends  on  that  sort  of  paral- 
>gism,  called  begging  the  question.  Do  we  state  this  too 
jtrongly  ?  Let  then  the  argument  be  formed  which  shall  justify 
iheir  conclusion,  without  assuTuing  the  position  that  death  is 
md  must  be  the  penalty  of  some  law.  Surely  an  assumption 
JO  entirely  gratuitous,  can  need  no  other  refutation  than  to  say 
;hat  it  is  inerely  an  assumption,  and  one  which  contradicts 
plain  matter  of  fact.  The  doctrine  that  the  millions  of  the  hu- 
man race  who  died  from  Adam  to  Moses,  died  under  the  legal 
penalty  of  Ad/mCs  sin^  has  plainly  no  other  basis,  than  that  the 
ipostle  expected  his  readers  to  draw  such  an  inference  from 
his  premises ;  and  to  draw  it  in  face  of  the  plain  matter  of 
act,  that  death  comes  on  men  under  an  economy  of  grace^  and 
>n  many,  who,  we  know,  were  delivered  from  the  curse  of  the 
iivine  law.  Surely  such  a  doctrine  has  but  a  feeble  claim  to 
t)e  ranked  among  the  articidi  stantis  vel  cadentis  ecclesiw, — the 
irery  foundation  of  the  superstructure  of  redemption. 

Secondly — We  proceed  to  show  that  the  sin,  of  which  the 
ipostle  speaks  in  this  passage,  is  not  imputed  sin,  but  a^ctualj 
versonal  sin. 

It  is  not  imputed  sin ;  i.  e.,  it  is  neither  sin  which  we  have 
committed  in  Adam  as  one  with  him,  nor  is  it  the  mere  liabil-  * 
Uy  to  the  punishment  of  his  sin.  The  former  we  need  not  dis- 
cuss. The  question  therefore  is  reduced  to  this, — whether  the 
phrase  aU  ha/ve  sinned  means,  that  all  are  liable  to  the  legal 
penally  of  AdarrCs  sin,  without  ill-desert  of  their  own  f  Now 
we  say,  tliat  the  language  in  question  never  has  this  meaning, 
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neither  as  used  by  this  apostle,  nor  any  other  inspired  writer, 
nor  according  to  the  ordinary  use  of  language.  To  say  then 
that  it  has  this  meaning  in  tJds  instatice^  is  to  say  it  without 
evidence  and  against  evidence.  Let  us  then  advert  to  the  evi- 
dence alleged.  It  is  said,  that  the  phrase  all  have  sinned^  must 
include  human  beings  who  cannot  be  said  to  have  committed 
actual  sin.  But  if  so,  then  we  may  suppose  that  they  are  said 
to  have  sinned  in  some  other  mode  of  sinning,  as  well  as  in  that 
which  is  contended  for.  Other  modes  of  sinning  might  be 
supposed  quite  as  rational  as  that  of  being  made  liable  to  be 
punished  for  another's  sin.  And  when  we  have  once  resorted 
to  mere  conjecture,  we  may  as  well  suppose  one  thing  as 
another,  especially  if  the  absurdity  in  the  one  case  be  no 
greater  than  in  the  other.  But  why  must  human  beings  be 
intended  who  have  not  yet  actually  sinned  ?  Suppose  it  were 
said  tlmt  all  ineri  reason  /  should  we  suppose  the  language  to 
include  human  beings  before  they  can  reason  ?  Shall  we  be 
told  that  they  die  before  actual  sin  ?  But  how  does  this  prove 
that  they  are  liable  to  death  as  the  legal  penalty  of  Adam's 
sin  ?  Does  the  death  of  all  sinless  beings  prove  the  same  thing 
in  respect  to  them  ?  But  we  shall  be  told  that  the  words  of  the 
apostle  are,  that  "all  have  sinned."  But  who  are  the  allt 
Plainly  the  all  men^  the  Travra^  dvOpSnovg^  Jews  and  Gentiles, 
whom  the  apostle  is  proving  to  be  under  sin  and  under  law ;  and 
who  therefore  must  be  justified  by  faith,  and  not  by  the  deeds 
of  the  law.  And  does  his  argument  and  his  conclusion  relate 
to  human  beings  who  cantiot  commit  sin  on  the  one  hand,  nor 
be  justified  hj  faith  on  the  other?  Is  the  apostle  discussing 
such  subjects  in  respect  to  beings  who  are  not  moral  agents, 
and  who  can  neither  commit  sin  nor  exercise  faith?  Is  he  ap- 
plying his  statements  to  beings  to  whom  they  can  have  no  pos- 
sible application  ?  Can  it  be  supposed  that  a  writer  like  Paul, 
in  arguing  and  illustrating  the  necessity  of  Justification  by  faith 
to  both  Jews  and  Gentiles,  and  founding  his  doctrine  on  the 
sinfulness  of  both,  as  subjects  of  a  law  which  is  to  stop  every 
mouthy  intended  that  his  declarations  should  be  extended  to 
human  beings  before  moral  agency?  One  thing  is  certain. 
Those  whom  the  apostle  proves  to  be  sinners  must,  according 
to  his  argument,  be  justified  hy  faith.  Is  this  true  of  any  hu- 
man being  before  moral  agency  ?  We  might  as  well  suppose 
the  laws  of  the  land  against  theft  and  murder  to  respect  such 
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beings.  But  it  will  be  said,  that  all  means  afl,  in  the  most  ex- 
tensive sense  which  the  word  will  bear ;  i.  e.,  we  must  interpret 
to  the  letter  ^  we  must  disregard  that  great  princi|)le  applicable 
to  the  interpretation  of  all  popular  language,  ixe  reseceinus  ad 
mvum.  But  who  does  not  know  that  this  is  pre-eminently  a 
false  and  dangerous  mode  of  interpretation?  To  see  that  it  is 
false,  apply  it  to  the  following  passages :  Rom.  xii.  18 ;  John 
i.  7,  V.  23  ;  Mark  xvi.  15.  According  to  this  principle,  the  first 
of  these  passages  gravely  teaches,  that  we  are  not  to  quarrel 
with  infants  as  soon  as  they  are  born !  Such  trifling  is  un- 
worthy of  any  one  who  interprets  the  word  of  God.  The  mere 
use  of  the  word  aU  then  furnishes  not  a  particle  of  evidence. 
On  the  contrary,  to  interpret  such  general  phraseology  to  the 
letter^  is  doing  palpable  violence  to  language,  as  the  above  ex- 
amples and  universal  usage  in  like  cases  decisively  show.  But 
it  will  be  said  that,  in  the  passages  just  cited,  we  have  in  the 
known  nature  of  the  things  spoken  of,  a  decisive  warrant  for 
some  limitation  of  the  language.  True,  and  this  estal)lishes 
the  principle,  that  the  known  nature  of  things  must  limit  such 
language.  And  where  have  we  this  warrant  for  limitation,  if 
not  in  the  case  now  at  issue?  Look  to  the  subject  treated  of, 
the  scope  and  object  of  the  writer,  and  especially  to  the 
known  nature  of  the  predicate,  sin,  without  begging  the  ques- 
tion about  irwputed  sin ;  and  what  more  decisive  reasons  can 
be  supposed  for  concluding,  tliat  the  phrase  all  Jiave  sinned, 
does  not  denote  beings  who  confessedly  cwmiot  sin.  Plainly, 
we  have  as  good  reason  for  saying  that  a  being  cannot  sin  be 
fore  moral  agency,  as  for  saying  he  cannot  believe  before  moral 
agency. 

But  we  shall  be  further  told,  that  the  phrase,  "  even  over 
tiiem  that  had  not  sinned  after  the  similitude  of  Adam's  trans- 
gression," describes  those  who  sinned  before  moral  action. 
We  ask,  how  does  this  appear  ?  Not  from  the  assertion  that 
thev  did  not  sin  as  Adam  did.  The  difference  between  them 
and  Adam,  we  have  before  shown,  consists  in  this,  that  they 
did  not  sin  under  a  law  with  the  penalty  of  death.  This  is  the 
distinctive  peculiarity.  But  it  may  be  said  that  the  beings 
here  spoken  of,  are  only  a  particular  class  of  those  who  lived 
between  Adam  and  Moses,  viz.,  infants  and  idiots.  We  answer, 
that  if  this  be  so,  then  the  other  class  did  sin  after  the  simili- 
tude of  Adam's  transgression ;  for  otherwise,  one  class  could 
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not  be  thus  distinguiehed  from  the  other.  But  if  all  except 
infants  and  idiots,  during  this  period,  sinned  like  Adam,  then 
the  sin  of  this  period,  by  which  death  reigned,  was  chiefly  actual 
and  not  imputed  sin.  Why  then  did  the  apostle  refer  to  this 
period  to  prove  that  death  came  on  all,  exduaively  of  actual 
sin,  and  solely  for  the  imputed  sin  of  Adam?  Surely,  he 
intended  to  prove  no  such  doctrine  as  this.  But  it  will  be 
claimed  that  the  force  of  the  word  eveii  is,  to  distinguish  a  part 
from  the  rest.  The  true  force  of  this  word  as  here  used  by  the 
apostle  (keeping  in  mind  the  precise  shape  of  the  question  he 
was  discussing),  may  be  illustrated  by  an  example.  Suppose 
then  the  question  in  discussion  to  be,  whether  any  ever  had  the 
small-pox  except  those  who  had  not  been  vaccinated ;  as  it 
was  in  the  present  case  whether  any  died  as  sinners  without 
being  under  a  law  whose  penalty  was  death.  Suppose  that  it 
was  a  known  fact,  that  between  the  years  1800  and  1810  the 
entire  population  of*  a  city  or  country,  all  of  whom  had  been 
vaccinated,  had  been  visited  with  this  disease.  How  natural 
in  discussing  the  question  now  supposed,  to  appeal  to  the  fad 
and  say,  "  the  small-pox  prevailed  in  that  city  from  1800  to 
1810,  even  over  them  that  had  been  vaccinated."  So  the  apos- 
tle ;  death  reigned  from  Adam  to  Moses,  even  over  such  as  it 
may  be  supposed  it  never  reigned  over,  viz.,  those  who  were 
under  no  law  whose  penalty  was  death.  He  thus  states  th^ 
fact  that  death  prevailed  during  this  period,  and  then  dis* 
tinguishes  the  manner  in  which  they  who  lived  during  this  pe- 
riod sinned,  from  that  in  which  Adam  sinned.  Why  theiu 
must  this  phrase  denote  human  beings  who  sinned  hefore  raoi 
action  ? 

But  the  doctrine  of  imputed  sin  is  contrary  to  the  decision  ol 
the  competent  unperverted  reason  of  mankind ;  i.  e.,  contrary 
to  common  sense,  and  as  such  to  be  rejected.  This  expres-  ^ 
sion  of  our  opinion  is  not  intended  ad  invidiam,^'  and  the  ^ 
reason  is,  that  we  intend  to  prove  what  we  say.  We  claim 
then,  that  the  reason  of  man  is  competent  to  decide  in  respect  to 
the  justice  or  injustice  of  the  principle,  that  one  being  should 
be  held  liable  to  be  punished  without  his  consent,  for  the  sins 
of  another.  This  we  have  shown  already.  Again :  aside  from 
certain  theological  purposes,  the  decision  or  judgment  of  the 
human  mind  is  uniform  in  condemning  this  principle.  No 
one  will  hesitate  to  admit,  that  aside  from  some  supposed  theo- 
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logical  exigency,  such  a  principle  had  never  been  thought 
of,  except  as  one  of  palpable  injustice  and  oppression ;  that 
it  had  never  been  ranked  among  even  the  possible  truths  or 
principles  of  God's  government;  and  that  even  now,  aside 
from  the  supposed  exigency,  the  united  wisdom  of  man,  were 
it  to  be  consulted,  would  reject  it  with  abhorrence.  The  very 
men  who  maintain  it,  are  obliged  to  admit  that  God  adopts 
directly  the  opposite  as  a  general  principle ;  while  they  them- 
selves to  a  man  reject  it  with  detestation,  in  all  the  relations 
of  human  life.  It  has  indeed  been  applied  to  the  govern- 
ment of  God  by  wicked  men,  to  impeach  the  equity  of  his 
administration,  and  God  has  disclaimed  it  with  the  severity  of 
indignant  rebuke.  It  has  been  ascribed  to  earthly  tyrants,  to 
illustrate  their  oppressions  and  cruelties.  But  aside  from  these 
instances  and  the  one  now  under  consideration,  it  is  unknown 
and  unheard  of  in  the  annals  of  moral  legislation.  One  thing 
then  is  plain  and  undeniable,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  viz.,  that  this 
principle  was  devised  for  a  purpose.  Certain  providential 
events,  and  the  supposed  import  of  an  apostle's  declarations, 
were  regarded  as  incapable  of  defense,  without  it.  For  this 
purpose  therefore  it  was  devised — ^for  this  purpose,  on  grounds 
of  equity,  it  has  been  exclusively  applied.  It  has  been  applied 
soldy  to  this  purpose,  with  no  evidence  to  justify  its  applica- 
tion, but  the  supposed  necessity  of  the  case ;  and  in  defiance 
of  an  otherwise  universal,  and  confessedly  correct  judgment  of 
the  human  mind.  It  has  been  applied  solely  to  this  purpose, 
though  it  confessedly  involves  the  supreme  Lawgiver  in  the  pal- 
pable inconsistency  of  acting  on  opposite  principles,  as  though 
both  could  be  alike  the  principles  of  equity.  It  has  been  ap- 
plied solely  to  this  purpose,  when  otherwise  it  would  have  in- 
curred universal  execration.  It  was  therefore  devised  for  a 
purpose^  and  applied  to  carry  a  point  in  controversial  theol- 
ogy ;  and  more  decisive  proof  of  a  perverted  judgment  can- 
not easily  be  imagined. 

Nothing  is  more  remote  from  our  belief,  than  that  they  who 
have  adopted  this  principle,  have  done  so  with  a  clear  percep- 
tion of  its  nature.  On  the  contrary,  we  believe,  that  at  first, 
the  supposed  necessity  of  the  principle  for  controversial  pur- 
poses, secured  its  admission  and  gave  it  currency ;  and  that 
soon  the  sanction  given  to  it  by  great  and  good  men,  with  other 
causes,  effectually  served  to  conceal  its  otherwise  palpable  de- 


288  HUMAN   SINFULNESS. 

formity.  Tliis  however  is  no  reason  why  its  true  nature  should 
not  be  exposed ;  nor  why,  if  it  is  contrary  to  the  infallible 
judgment  of  the  competent,  unperverted  reason  of  man,  the 
fact  should  not  be  understood.  If  the  Bible  is  to  be  inter- 
preted at  the  sacrifice  of  all  such  decisions  and  judgments  of 
the  human  mind,  then  let  this  principle  of  interpretation  be 
avowed.  Let  it  bo  defended,  if  it  can  be.  But  if  not,  then  let 
the  doctrine  which  involves  such  a  sacrifice  be  rejected, 
although  in  a  given  instance,  which  is  not  the  case  here,  we 
should  be  entirely  imable  to  discover  "the  mind  of  the  spirit." 
We  only  add,  that  in  our  view,  the  doctrine  of  imputed 
sin,  instead  of  relieving  the  passage  from  diflSculty,  only 
creates  insuperable  diflSculties  where  othei'wise  none  would 
exist.  No  one  acquainted  with  the  controversies  respecting 
this  text  will  pretend,  that  aside  from  this  doctrine  of  Impu- 
tation, and  the  character  and  state  of  infants  before  moral 
agency,  the  i)assagc  presents  any  peculiar  difficulties  to  the  in- 
terpreter. Assumptions  on  this  subject  so  unnatural,  so  strange, 
so  foreign  to  tlic  design  of  the  writer,  are  the  stumbling-stones 
at  the  outset.  Let  them  be  dismissed  from  the  mind  of  the 
interpreter,  as  things  which  the  apostle  never  thought  of  in 
writing  the  passage,  nor  expected  his  readers  to  think  of  in  inter- 
preting it,  and  we  venture  to  say,  that  this  passage,  so  long- 
abandoned  to  controversy  and  obscurity,  will  be  regarded  a& 
one  of  the  most  lucid  in  argument  and  striking  in  illustration^ 
to  be  found  in  the  writings  of  the  apostle.  We  shall  see,  thati^ 
God  in  his  wisdom  and  goodness,  determined  to  make  such  a 
trial  of  human  nature  in  one  man,  that  if  he  sinned,  the  merely 
legal  system  under  which  he  was  tried,  should  be  modified  by 
the  introduction  of  an  economy  of  grace ;  that  under  this 
economy,  his  descendants  should  be  born  with  the  certainty  o; 
commencing  their  moral  existence  in  sin,  and  as  sinners  be 
doomed  to  temporal  death ;  and  that  thus,  universal  sin  and 
death  by  sin,  were  introduced  into  the  world  by  one  man. 
We  shall  further  see,  that  these  facts  were  appealed  to,  and 
this  manner  of  death's  coming  on  all  men,  was  distinguished 
from  the  manner  of  its  coming  according  to  a  legal  process, 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  universality  of  sin  in  respect 
to  men, — not  as  the  descendants  of  Abraham,  but  as  the  de- 
scendants of  Adam;  not  as  Jews,  but  as  men;  and  this  for 
the  further  purpose  of  showing  the  universal  Decessitj  of 
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that  gracious  Justification,  not  from  imputed  siuj  but  from 
^^many  offen^es^^  which  the  gospel  reveals.  In  accordance 
with  this  design,  the  apostle  asserts  and  traces  the  similitude 
between  Adam  and  Christ,  in  respect  to  the  evils  which  come 
by  the  one,  and  the  blessings  which  come  by  the  other.  Then, 
that  he  may  vindicate  and  magnify  the  goodness  of  God  toward 
us  in  the  plan  of  grace,  he  shows  also  the  striking  dissimilitude 
between  them.  As  if  he  had  said,  If  in  consequence  of  the 
sin  of  one  man,  sin  and  death  and  condemnation  come  on 
many,  great  as  the  calamity  is,  the  grace  of  God  by  one  man 
Jesus  Christ,  far  surpasses,  as  a  blessing,  the  calamity  as  an  evil. 
More,  far  more  is  gained  by  one,  than  is  lost  by  the  other.  For 
what  if  the  sin  of  one  results  in  these  evils  to  all ;  the  gift  by 
grace,  which  is  by  one,  is  a  provision  for  Justification  from 
many  oflFeuses.  What  if  sin  hath  abounded,  grace  doth  much 
mare  abound.  What  if  sin  hath  reigned  unto  death,  even  so 
shall  grace  to  those  who  reject  not  its  provisions,  reign  through 
righteousness  unto  eternal  life  by  Jesus  Christ  our  Lord.  Be- 
hold the  contrast  I  By  the  first  Adam,  we  are  indeed  subjected 
to  sin  and  death.  By  the  second  Adam,  we  may  not  only  re- 
trieve the  loss,  but  reign  in  holiness  and  bliss  which  shall  never 
change  and  never  end.  If  paradise  is  lost,  heaven  may  be 
gained.  Is  it  credible  that  when  the  apostle's  mind  was  en- 
grossed with  such  a  theme,  and  aiming  to  conduct  his  readers 
to  such  a  conclusion,  he  should  introduce  and  discuss  the  per- 
plexing topic  of  the  Imputation  of  Adam's  sin  to  his  posterity  if 
Did  he  teach  that  the  whole  race,  at  the  very  moment  of  birth 
or  befoi'e  birth,  were  justly  subject  to  the  full  penalty  of  God's 
law  for  the  sin  of  Adam ;  and  on  the  justice  of  such  a  doom, 
found  the  rich  and  abundant  grace  of  God  in  man's  re- 
demption ? 

Tlie  sin  which  the  apostle  ascribes  to  all  men  in  this  pas- 
sage, is  actual  sin.  The  word  ijfuipTov  (have  sinned)  is  used 
to  denote  acttudj  personal  sin,  and  that  only.  Thus  it  is  used 
by  the  apostle  in  this  discussion.  (Yide  Rom.  ii.  12,  iii.  23.) 
If  therefore  any  thing  can  be  decided  by  language,  this  point 
is  decided  in  the  present  case.  For  by  what  warrant  are  we 
told  that  the  word  ^fiapTov  {have  sinned)^  means  in  this  case 
^hat  it  never  meant  in  any  other?  By  what  evidence  are  we 
called  to  believe  that  a  word  always  used  to  denote  what  all 

the  world,  this  particular  instance  excepted,  understand  to  be 
19  18 
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sin,  and  regard  as  the  only  thing  which  can  be  sin,  or  properly 
called  sin,  denotes  merely  a  Itubility  to  be  punished,  and  this 
too,  solely  for  the  sin  of  another  ? 

Further:  the  sin  of  which  the  apostle  speaks  in  the  12th 
verse,  is  the  same  kind  of  sin  of  which  he  treats  in  the  preced- 
ing discussion.     Tliis  is  undeniable,  not  only  because  the  12tli 
verse  is  inferential  from  what  precedes  it,  but  because  the 
apostle  had  been  speaking  of  sin  universally.     But  of  what 
kind  of  sin,  if  indeed  we  are  to  suppose  more  kinds  than  one, 
had  he  been  speaking  ?    The  sin  of  being  "  enemies  to  God," 
verse  10 ;  the  sin  for  which  Christ  was  delivered,  "  our  ofen- 
*e*,"  iv.  25  ;  sin  in  respect  to  which  "  aU  have  sinned  and  come 
short  of  the  yJory  of  God  ;^'^  sin  in  respect  to  which  both  Jews 
and  Gentiles  are  all  under  s-in  /  sin  by  which  all  have  gone  out 
of  the  way^  &c.,  &c.,  iii.  9-18 ;  sin  under  the  law  which  stop9 
every  mouthy  and  by  which  is  th^  knowledge  of  sin^  19,  20 ;  sin 
which  is  with<yut  excuse,  because  when  they  knew  God^  they 
glorified  him  not  as  God;  sin  committed  under  a  revealed  law, 
or  the  law  written  on  the  heart ;  sin. consisting  in  all  vile  affec- 
tions and  abominable  doings;  sin  consisting  in  doing  things 
which  they  knew  to  be  worthy  of  death  /  sin  under  the  gov- 
ernment of  that  God  whose  judgment  is  according  to  truths 
against  them  which  annmit  such  things,  and  who  will  render* 
to  every  man  according  to  his  deeds.    And  now  we  ask,  is  thi* 
only  AdarrHs  sin  imputed?    Does  this  kind  of  sin,  thus  de- 
scribed as  personal  acts  and  doings,  consist  after  all,  not  in  per- 
sonal acts,  but  only  in  being  liable  to  be  punished  for  anotlier'» 
act  ?     Is  not  the  principle  of  our  brethren  most  explicitly  con- 
tradicted in  the  clause — "  who  will  render  to  every  one  accord- 
ing to  his  deeds  ?"    Plainly,  if  language  can  distinguish  one 
thing  from  another;  if  the  apostle  could  describe  what  we 
mean  by  actual^  persoTial  sin^  he  charged  this  and  tJiis  only  on 
men.     But  this  is  the  very  sin  of  which  he  speaks,  when  he 
says  in  the  passage  under  consideration,  "  Whereforb  as  by 
one  man  sin  entered  into  the  world."     What  sin,  except  that  of 
which  he  had  been  speaking  as  common  to  Jews  and  Gentiles! 
As  if  he  had  said.  Since  the  sin  which  I  have  proved  to  be 
common  to  all  men,  entered  the  world  by  one  man,  &c.    And 
when  he  adds,  repeating  only  what  he  had  said  before,  that 
"  aU  have  sinned^^'*  does  he  mean  that  all  are  liable,  though  as 
yet  milesSj  to  be  punished  for  another's  sin  I    Did  the  apostle 
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prove  all  men  to  be  the  perpetrators  of  actual  sin ;  did  he  de- 
scribe the  fact  by  the  phrase  all  have  sinned^  and  in  that  ex- 
plicit manner  too  which  we  have  seen ;  and  does  he  now  in  the 
12th  verse,  pui-suing  still  his  com*se  of  thought,  turn  aside  to 
beings  as  yet  personally  sinless^  and  bring  the  same  charge  in 
the  same  language  against  them  ?  We  can  as  well  believe  that 
he  is  predicating  sin  of  the  primordial  atoms  that  compose  a 
human  body. 

The  same  thing  is  evident  from  the  immediate  context 
"jBy  ane  man  sin  entered  into  the  world,^^  What  sin,  except 
that  which  is  in  the  world  ?  And  is  this  nothing  but  the  lia- 
bility of  personally  sinless  beings  to  be  punished  for  the  sin  of 
another?  Was  this  the  sin  and  the  only  sin  which  entered  the 
world,  and  by  which  death  came  ?  Is  this  the  meaning  of  the 
apostle,  that  by  one  man  liability  to  death  on  the  part  of  be- 
ings as  yet  sinless,  entered  the  world ;  and  death  by  this  liabil- 
ity to  death,  and  so  death  passed  on  all  men  because  all  were 
justly  liable  to  die  for  another's  sin  ?  Such  reasoning  we  can- 
not charge  upon  the  apostle.  Again,  "  For  until  the  law,  sin 
was  in  the  world,"  Does  not  the  apostle  here  refer  to  the  well- 
known  historical  fact  of  abounding  actual  sin  ?  Had  a  world 
been  destroyed  by  a  deluge  of  waterss;  and  Sodom  and  Gomor- 
rah by  a  storm  of  fire  and  brimstone,  and  this  for  actual  sin ; 
and  was  there  no  sin  in  the  world  resulting  in  death  but  im- 
puted sin ;  no  sin  but  the  sin  of  personally  sinless  beings  ? 
But  this  sin  which  was  in  the  world,  was  the  sin  by  which 
death  reigned.  The  sin  therefore  by  which  death  reigned  from 
Adam  to  Moses,  was  actical  sin. 

Further :  it  will  be  admitted  that  the  sin  spoken  of  by  the 
apostle,  is  that  by  which  deatli  prevails.  And  here  the  ques- 
tion is  not,  whether  "  in  Adam  all  die,"  i.  e.,  whether  death  is 
not  to  all,  in  some  modej  a  certain  consequence  of  Adam's  sin ; 
but  whether  the  apostle  teaches  that  they  die  irrespectively  of 
personal  sin  ?  We  say,  that  he  teaches  that  men  die  indeed  as 
the  consequence  of  Adam's  sin,  but  not  without  actual  sin  of 
their  own.  Adam  introduced  death  by  introducing  sin.  By 
one  man  sin  entered  into  the  world.  But  how  does  death 
come  ?  "  Death  by  sin  /"  and  so,  by  this  connection,  "  death 
hath  passed  on  all  men,  because  all  have  sinned."  We  do  not 
see  how  the  language  of  the  apostle  could  be  more  explicit,  in 
afifierting  personal  sin  to  be  the  proximate  cause  of  death. 
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He  traces  the  same  connection  between  the  (wtuul  sin  from 
Adam  to  Moses,  and  the  prevalence  of  death.  For  to  what 
other  sin  could  he  refer  when  he  said,  ^^  until  the  law  sin  was 
in  the  world  ?"  But  we  have  his  own  explanation  of  the  fact. 
He  describes  the  very  sin  with  which  he  connects  death,  as  the 
offense  which  abounded  by  the  entrance  of  the  law.  But  what 
had  the  entrance  of  the  law  to  do  with  imputed  sin  }  !Nor  is 
this  all.  He  describes  the  connection  in  terms  the  most  une- 
quivocal. "That  as  sin  hath  reigned  v/nio  deaih.^^  What  is 
this  but  sin,  pervading  the  world  and  bringing  with  it  death  as 
its  consequence?  And  will  it  be  said  or  thought,  that  the 
apostle  ascribed  such  a  dominion  to  any  sin  but  Victual  sin ). 
Or  to  put  the  question  in  its  true  form,  is  mere  ItubUity  to 
death  without  personal  sin,  the  offense  which  abounded  by  the 
law;  the  sin  which  reigned  unto  death? 

Again :  it  will  be  admitted  by  all,  that  the  sin  of  which  the 
apostle  treats,  is  that  from  which  Christ  died  to  procure  our 
deliverance.  In  the  preceding  chapter  then,  we  are  told  he 
was  delivered  for  "  our  offerises.^^  In  this  chapter  we  have  not 
a  word  about  deliverance  from  imputed  sin,  nor  yet  from  the 
death  which  is  the  consequence  of  sin,  but  a  Justification  from 
^'  many  offenses ;"  resulting  not  in  exemption  from  that  death 
which  is  common  to  all,  but  in  lifey  eternal  life.  Is  this  a 
deliverance  from  imputed  sin,  and  from  death  as  its  legal  pen- 
alty?   Surely  the  apostle  has  here  taught  no  such  redemption. 

We  only  add,  that  the  apostle  has  placed  the  point  in  debate 
beyond  all  question,  by  clearly  and  unambiguously  showing 
that  the  ver*y  sin  which  is  the  consequence  of  one  man's  diso- 
bedience, is  actual  sin.  After  asserting  in  the  19th  verse,  that 
"  by  ont)  man's  disobedience  many  were  made  sinners,"  he 
adds  in  the  next  verse,  "  moreover  the  law  entered  that  the 
offense  might  abound?'*  We  ask,  what  offense  t  Plainly  the 
offense  by  which  men  became  sinners  in  consequence  of  one 
man's  disobedience.  Was  this  then  imputed  siur— mere  liabil- 
ity to  punishment  for  Adam's  sin?  or  was  it  actual  sin  I  How 
could  the  law  by  Moses  cause  imputed  sin  or  any  other  sin 
to  abound,  except  actual  sin  ?  And  what  law  could  do  this, 
except  a  law  by  which  is  the  knowledge  of  sin?  But  this 
is  the  sin  by  which  all  are  made  sinners  by  one  man's  dis- 
obedience. Actualy  personal  sin  then,  is  the  sin  which  entered 
the  world  by  one  man.    If  any  mode  of  desoribiag  tlus  sin, 
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either  in  its  nature  or  its  relation,  in  its  effects  or  its  consc- 
qnences,  can  decide  this  point,  it  would  seem  that  this  question 
must  be  settled.  Can  the  evidence  now  adduced  be  set  aside 
by  the  groundless  assumption  of  imputed  Bin?  Could  this 
assumption  be  shown  to  be  Sk  possible  truths  would  it  even  then 
avail  against  the  evidence  now  adduced,  to  the  fact,  that  dctuaZ 
sin  was  here  intended  ?  What  then  is  the  state  of  the  argu- 
ment, when  even  the  possibility  of  the  truth  of  such  an  assump- 
tion cannot  be  shown !  Shall  we  do  open  violence  to  the  dic- 
tates of  common  sense,  by  giving  to  the  apostle's  language  such 
a  meaning, when  it  not  only  admits  of,  but  in  view  of  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case,  absolutely  demands  another? 
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XIV.— CONSEQUENCES  OF  ADAM»8  SIN  TO  HIS  POSTEBITY. 

Exposition  of  Bomans  y.  19-41. 

What  I  now  propose  is,  to  exhibit  the  mode  of  connection 
between  Adam's  sin,  and  its  consequences  to  his  posterity,  in 
that  positive  form  in  which,  in  my  view,  it  is  presented  by  the 
apostle  in  Rom.  v.  12,  &c.  I  proceed  then  to  say  in  general 
terms,  that  contrary  to  what  has  been  commonly  supposed,  the 
apostle  represents 

The  mode  of  connection  hetioeen  Adam^s  sin  and  its  conse- 
quences to  his  posterity,  to  be  by  God's  sovereign  coNsmc- 
TioN,  in  distinction  from  the  mode  of  strict  legal  procedure. 
Or  thus,  the  mode  of  this  connection  was  by  God's  sovereign 
constitution,  ordaining  an  economy  of  grace  immediately  after 
the  sin  of  Adam,  so  that  his  posterity  commence  their  moral 
probation  under  a  system  of  both  law  and  grace ;  i.  e.,  under 
a  system  in  which  law  is  so  modified  by  grace,  that  while  in  it» 
authority  to  command,  and  in  its  power  to  condemn,  it  i* 
neither  abrogated  nor  weakened,  it  is  not  in  all  its  principles^ 
strictly  adhered  to,  or  carried  out  in  man's  probation  on  eailh^ 
but  is  in  this  respect  partially,  and  may  be  wholly,  through  grace 
dispensed  with  in  determining  man's  relations  to  its  sanctions, 
and  to  the  rewards  and  punishments  of  a  future  state.* 

With  this  general  view  of  the  apostle's  representation  before 
us,  I  now  proceed  to  his  more  particular  views  of  the  subject 

His  object  in  the  12th,  13th,  and  14th  verses,  is  to  show  that 
all  the  posterity  of  Adam  became  sinners,  and  subject  to  tem- 
poral death  in  consequence  of  his  sin,  and  yet  in  such  a  way  or 
mode  of  connection  as  not  to  exclude  their  individual  respon- 
sibility for  their  own  sin,  nor  to  imply  that  temporal  death  was 


o  What  the  cause  or  reason  in  each  individuars  mind  is,  that  he  sins  in  his 
first  moral  act,  is  an  inquiry  untouched  by  the  apostle  in  this  chapter.  We  shall 
treat  of  it  hereafter. 
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the  legal  penalty  of  sin ;  but  in  such  a  way  by  God's  soteb- 
EiGN  CONSTITUTION,  that  the  sin  and  just  (not  actual)  condemna- 
tion of  all  men  to  bear  its  penalty,  must  be  inferred  from  their 
connection  with  Adam  as  his  descendants.  (Vide  his  conclu- 
sion in  the  19th  verse.)  For  this  purpose,  he  obviously  in  the 
12th  verse  refers  to  the  historical  narrative  in  the  3d  chapter 
of  Genesis.  The  facts,  as  the  record  shows,  respected  the  pro- 
genitor of  the  human  race,  and  all  his  descendants,  as  moral 
beings,  and  were  such  as  no  human  ingenuity  would  ever  have 
surmised.  Adam,  the  father  of  us  all,  sinned ;  and  instead  of 
being  at  once  visited  with  the  infliction  of  the  legal  penalty 
for  sin,  was  placed  with  the  race  who  were  to  descend  from 
him,  under  an  economy  of  grace  (Gen.  iii.  15).  Under  this 
economy,  and  in  entire  consistency  with  its  nature,  a  sentence, 
<m  account  of  sin^  was  pronounced  upon  him — not  however  in 
tlie  language  of  the  legal  threatening,  "  thou  shalt  die" — ^but 
a  sentence  of  very  different  import,  a  prominent  part  of  which 
is,  "dust  thou  art,  and  unto  dust  shalt  thou  retuni."  This, 
though  dooming  him  to  temporal  death  only,  being  a  sentence 
on  account  of  siuj  implied  of  course  his  just  exposure  to  the 
full  penalty  of  the  law,  or  eternal  death.  At  the  same  time, 
this  narrative  is  so  conducted  as  decisively  to  show,  that  not 
only  the  revealed  economy  of  grace,  but  the  sentence  to  tem- 
poral death  under  this  economy,  respected  not  Adam  only  but 
his  whole  posterity.  God  had  in  our  first  parents  made  a  trial 
of  human  nature,  of  the  kind  of  beings  called  men,  placing 
them  as  it  would  seem,  in  circumstances  the  most  auspicious 
to  a  happy  issue.  Nor  is  it  for  human  reason  to  say,  that 
exactly  that  system  of  things  in  respect  to  Adam  and  his  de- 
scendants which  God  in  his  sovereign  counsels  had  determine'd 
on,  was  not  the  dictate  of  infinite  wisdom  and  goodness.  This 
system  or  constitution  under  which  he  determined  to  give  ex- 
istence to  a  race  of  moral  beings,  as  disclosed  in  the  narrative 
by  Moses,  was  however  so  aside  from  the  ordinary  notions  of 
the  human  mind  concerning  the  government  of  such  beings,  as 
scarcely  to  be  credible  were  it  not  revealed.  Obedience  with 
reward,  or  disobedience  with  penalty,  had  been  the  natural  ex- 
pectation. But  God  had  determined  that  if  the  first  progeni- 
tors of  all  sinned,  not  to  deal  with  them  in  exact  retribution, 
but  at  once  to  introduce  an  economy  of  mercy,  and  what  per- 
haps is  no  less  strange  under  this  economy,  to  bring  into  exist- 
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ence  their  posterity  with  such  a  nature  and  in  such  a  condition 
of  being,  that  from  the  first — or  very  early  in  their  first  moral 
character — they  would  become  sinners,  and  that  all  with  this 
common  character  should  be  subjected  to  the  common  doom  of 
returning  to  dust,  i.  e.,  to  temporal  death.  Accordingly  when 
Adam  sinned,  the  first  great  announcement  respecting  him  and 
his  posterity,  is  an  economy  of  obace  in  the .  promise,  "  The 
seed  of  the  woman  shall  bruise  the  serpent's  head."  Then 
under  this  economy  follows,  not  the  sentence  dooming  all  to 
'bear  the  penalty  of  the  law,  "  Thou  shalt  surely  die,^  from 
which  grace  had  now  reprieved  the  whole  race ;  but  the  sen- 
tence, "dust  thou  art,  and  unto  dust  shalt  thou  return."  This 
is  not  spoken  of  the  soul,  but  of  the  body  only ;  and  yet  it  is 
the  only  ^eiUence^  with  some  of  its  connections,  which  God  has 
ever  pronounced  on  the  whole  human  race.  This  sentence,  in- 
cluding other  temporal  evils,  instead  of  shrouding  a  sinful 
world  in  despair,  was  obviously  designed  as  a  part  of  a  wise 
system  of  moral  discipline,  to  restrain  the  wickedness  of  men, 
and  to  i*eclaim  them  to  God  under  the  proffers  of  his  mercy. 
Thus  manifest  is  it  from  the  historical  record,  that  all  the  de- 
scendants of  Adam  were  to  come  into  being  and  assume  the 
relation  of  moral  beings,  not  merely  under  a  system  of  law,  but 
also  under  an  economy  of  grace ;  that  all  were  to  become  sin- 
ners, and  to  die  or  return  to  dust,  on  account  of  sin^  indirectly 
as  a  consequence  of  his  sin,  and  directly  as  a  consequence  of 
their  own  sin.  Such  was  the  sovereign  constitution  of  the  wise 
and  benignant  Creator  of  the  human  race,  as  described  in  the 
very  records  of  his  creation,  and  as  it  has  ever  been  unfolded 
in  the  events  of  his  providence.* 

^  The  act  of  dooming  men  to  temporal  death,  and  thus  subjecting  them  to  so 
great  an  evil  for  tin  as  a  part  of  a  system  of  moral  discifiline  to  restrain  them 
from  wickedness  and  to  reclaim  them  to  duty,  wonld  be  as  decisiye  a  pro^  of 
their  sin,  as  to  threaten  the  same  evil  as  a  legal  penalty.  Nor  would  it  manifest 
displeasure  toward  sin  less  really  in  the  one  case  than  in  the  other,  since  the 
magnitude  of  the  evil  inflicted  would  be  the  same  iq  either.  That  the  pro- 
spective certainty  of  temporal  death  has  a  reclaiming  tendency  and  influence  in 
this  state  of  moral  probation,  and  that  it  was  designed  to  have  such  tendency 
and  influence  cannot  be  doubted.  To  say  nothing  of  the  impossibility,  on  ac- 
count of  the  inade<}uacy  of  temporal  death  as  a  legal  penalty  or  sanction  of  the 
divine  law,  without  the  sure  prospect  of  this  death,  what  check  on  human 
wickedness  or  what  hope  of  human  reformation  would  remain  f  Who,  though 
expecting  by  repentance  to  escape  the  full  legal  penalty  of  sin,  expects  to  escape 
temporal  death  ? 
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With  these  facts  in  view,  it  cannot,  we  think,  be  difficult  to 
understand  the  language  of  the  apostle  in  the  passage  under 
consideration. 

Vei-se  12:  He  says,  "By  one  man  sin  entered  into  the 
world."  This  is  simply  affirming,  in  accordance  with  the 
acknowledged  historic  record,  that  the  sin  which  there  is  in 
the  world  came  into  it  by  the  sin  of  Adam,  that  is,  was  in 
some  mode  of  connection  a  consequence  of  his  sin.  It  is  not 
saying,  that  the  sin  which  is  in  the  world  is  either  universal  or 
not,  nor  in  what  way  or  mode  it  is  connected  with  the  sin  of 
Adam.*  The  apostle  next  asserts,  that  temporal  death  entered 
the  world  by  sin — "  and  death  by  sin."  This  is  not  saying  any 
thing  concerning  the  mode  in  which  death  is  connected  with 
sin,  whether  in  the  mode  of  judicial  retribution,  or  in  the  way 
of  moral  discipline  under  a  gracious  economy,  or  in  some  other 
way  which  human  ingenuity  may  devise ;  it  is  simply  the 
general  affirmation,  authorized  by  the  original  record  of  the 
fact,  that  the  death  which  is  in  the  worlds  be  it  more  or  less,  is 
the  consequence  of  sin.  Thus  two  facts  are  very  plainly  as- 
serted, that  the  »in  which  is  in  the  world  is  a  consequence  of 
AdaWbS  sin  /  and  that  the  death  which  is  in  the  world  is  a 
consequence  of  sin.  How  obvious  are  these  truths  from  the 
narrative  in  Genesis  I 

The  apostle  then  proceeds  to  the  more  particular  assertion 
of  the  universcd  prevalence  of  death,  and  the  more  direct  reason 
for  such  prevalence.  "  So,  ovTCjf,  in  this  manner^  death  (be- 
ing by  sin  as  its  consequence)  hath  passed  upon  all  men,  be- 
cause (or  whereunto,  unto  which)  all  have  sinned."  f  Thus, 
still  in  accordance  with  the  original  narrative,  the  apostle 
asserts,  that  under  that  constitution  of  God,  in  which  human 
nature  was  tried  in  one  man,  the  whole  race  now  under  am 
economy  of  mercy,  were  to  die,  i.  e.,  to  return  to  dust,  because 
the  whole  race  were  to  be  sinners,  as  the  consequence  of  one 
man's  sin. 

In  this  12th  verse  then,  and  according  to  the  narrative  of 
facts  in  Genesis,  the  apostle  has  unfolded  the  divine  constitu- 
tion in  respect  to  that  race  of  beings  called  men.    According 

o  The  specific  mode  of  this  connection  the  apostle  seems  to  have  left,  in  thig 
passagre,  to  he  determined  hy  the  uninspired  authority  of  polemic  theologians. 

t  Vide  PhU.  Ui.  12 ;  Rom.  x.  19,  and  xvi.  19 ;  1  Thess.  iii.  7,  and  iv.  7  ;  Gal.  v. 
13 ;  Eph.  i.  10 ;  2  Tim.  ii.  14  ;  2  Corinth,  v.  4 ;  PhU.  iv.  10. 

ISO 
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to  this  sovereign  constitution  of  the  Creator,  this  race  of  moral 
beings  were  to  be  tried  in  one  man  ;  not  indeed  in  respect  to  a 
legal  retribution  of  all,  but  in  respect  to  a  subsequent  and 
further  trial,  under  a  very  different  system  from  that  of  mere 
law:  if  he  sinned,  an  economy  of  grace  was  to  be  at  once 
adopted.  Under  this  economy,  not  only  sin  and  deatli  were  to 
come  into  the  world — the  latter  as  the  consequence  of  the 
formei* — but  all  were  to  become  sinners  as  the  consequence  of 
one  man's  sin,  and  tlius  all  were  to  die  or  return  to  dust,  di- 
\ectly  for  their  own  sin,  and  indirectly  in  consequence  of  his 
sin.  A  divine  constitution  so  peculiar,  and  so  aside  from  the 
common  and  natural  mode  of  contemplating  the  subject  by 
the  human  mind, — a  constitution  in  which  the  more  familiar 
principles  of  mere  law  and  a  strictly  legal  procedure  with 
moral  beings  were  so  far  dispensed  with,  by  the  Sovereign 
Creator  and  Disposer  of  all,  might  not  unnaturally  by  some 
be  doubted  or  denied,  at  least  in  two  respects.  To  confirm 
therefore  the  view  given,  the  apostle  adds  the  13th  and  14th 
verses. 

Verse  13:  "For,  until  the  law,  sin  was  in  the  world;  but 
sin  is  not  imputed  when  there  is  no  law."  As  if  he  had 
said, — "That  sin  and  death  should  have  existed  and  prevailed 
in  the  workl  as  they  have  done,  in  any  other  supposable  mode 
or  manner  of  connection  or  consequence  than  that  which  I 
have  described,  is  incredible,  in  view  of  an  undeniable  fact, 
and  an  incontrovertible  principle.  It  cannot  be  supposed  or 
said,  in  respect  to  sin,  that  it  did  not  prevail  in  the  world,  ex- 
cept as  the  transgression  of  a  revealed  law ;  for  it  is  a  fact  too 
palpable  to  be  questioned  or  denied,  that  hefore  the  law  given 
by  Moses,  tlie  oiily  revealed  law  which  God^  aft-er  the  sin,  of 
Adam^  ever  gave  to  inen^  sin  prevailed  in  the  world.  None 
surely  can  gainsay  this  fact*    Is  it  then  said,  that  the  death 


«  While  the  apostle  had  unequivocally  laid  down  the  principle,  that  *•  where 
no  law  is,  there  is  no  transgression,"  he  had  surely  left  his  readers  no  reason  to 
suppose  that  there  could  be  no  law  except  a  revealed  law.  Vide  Rom.  i.  19,  20, 
&c. ;  and  also  ii.  12-15.  Nor  has  he  said  any  thing  which  implies,  that  *'  the 
law  written  on  the  heart"  is  without  a  just  penalty  ;  and  still  less^  that  tem- 
poral death,  ("oromon  to  the  righteous  and  the  wicked,  is  the  penalty  of  that  law. 
Indeed  none  could  suppose  it  to  be  such  a  penalty.  It  was  important  to  guard 
against  another  error,  to  give  no  countenance  to  the  idea  that  it  whs  such  a 
penalty. 
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^hicli  has  prevailed  in  the  world  as  common  to  all  men,  must 
be  a  legal  penalty — a  penalty  of  some  law — if  not  of  the  law 
of  Moses,  then  of  the  law  given  to  Adam  ?  '  But  sin  is  not 
im/puted^ — that  is,  sin  is  not  visited  or  punished  with  temporal 
death  (the  only  death  of  which  he  was  speaking,  and  which 
in  the  present  case,  could  be  supposed  to  be  a  legal  j^enalty), 
when  there  is  no  law  with  such  a  penalty.  1\\\^  jprinciple  is 
incontrovertible."  Thus  the  apostle  has  plainly  shown,  con- 
trary to  what  might  be  and  what  has  been  commonly  supposed, 
that  death  in  this  world,  or  temporal  death,  does  not  come  on 
all  men  by  imputing  mi^  i.  e.,  as  the  legal  penalty  of  sin.* 

Yerse  14 :  "  Nevertheless  death  reigned  from  Adam  to  Moses, 
even  {icdi)  over  them  that  had  not  sinned  after  the  similitude 
of  Adam's  transgression."  As  if  he  said — "  Notwithstanding 
the  incontrovertible  principle  just  stated — that  sin  is  not  inir 
puted^  is  not  punished  with  temporal  death  as  a  legal  pen- 
alty, when  there  is  no  revealed  law  having  such  a  penalty, 
still  death  universally  prevailed  from  Adam  to  Moses,  and  of 
course  over  them  who  had  not,  like  Adam,  sinned  against  a  re- 
vealed law.  Death  therefore,  as  an  event  common  to  all  men, 
does  not  come  on  them,  by  imjnding  sin,  or  as  the  legal  j)enalty 
of  sin — it  does  not  come  upon  them  in  the  way  of  a  merely  legal 
procedure ;  but  under  an  economy  of  mercy,  under  a  redemp- 
tive system, — comes  upon  them  therefore  as  a  system  of  means 
and  influences  designed  to  reclaim  and  save  from  sin  and  its  just 
penalty.  And  yet  death  with  other  evils,  according  to  God's  pe- 
culiar constitution  of  things,  coming  hy  sin, — being  connected 
with  it  as  its  consequence  in  the  manner  stated — indirectly  with 
the  sin  of  Adam,  and  direcUy  with  the  sin  of  each  individual, — 
is  a  decisive  proof  of  what  I  proposed  to  prove, — ^that  both  Jews 
and  Gentiles — all  the  descendants  of  Adam,  in  consequence  of 
his  sin,  are  sinners,  and  justly  exposed  to  final  condemnation." 

Such  then  is  the  conclusion  which  the  apostle  establishes  in 
the  12th,  13th,  and  14th  verses.  Tlius  not  by  authorizing,  but 
by  expressly  contrddicting  the  common  opinion,  that  the  sen- 
tence in  Genesis  iii.  19,  or  any  other  sentence,  doomed  all 
men  to  bear  the  legal  penalty  of  the  law,  in  this  world  of 
mercy, — ^in  this  world,  where  so  many  are  delivered  from  that 


o  What  it  is  to  impuU  tm^  I  have  before  RhowQf  and  may  be  easily  understood 
by  comparing  2  Sam.  xiz.  19 ;  Pa.  xxxii.  12 ;  2  Cor.  v.  19. 
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penalty,  and  where  God  is  "  not  impnting  unto  men  their  tres- 
passes,"— he  has  shown  from  undeniable  and  acknowledged 
facts  of  history,  that  all  the  posterity  of  Adam,  as  a  conse- 
quence of  his  sin,  and  according  to  God's  sovereign  constitution^ 
became  sinners ;  that  "  by  one  man's  disobedience,  many  were 
made  sinners"  (veree  19).* 

Having  thus  spoken  of  the  evils  which  come  upon  all  men, 
and  the  manner  in  which  they  come  by  one  man,  the  apostle 
does  not  forget  the  promise,  that  "  the  seed  of  the  woman  shall 
bruise  the  serpent's  head."  He  adds  without  a  pause,  "  who 
(Adam)  is  i\iQ  figure  of  him  that  was  to  come."  The  glorious 
promise  of  a  Redeemer  of  the  race  immediately  f (Mowed  the 
sin  of  Adam,  And  preceded  the  sentence  of  temporsd  death,  and 


o  It  was  essential  to  the  apostle's  argument  to  show  that  death  was  an  event 
common  to  all  mankind — that  it  could  and  did  come  upon  them  in  this  world,  in 
another  mode  of  connection  than  that  of  the  legal  penalty  of  sin.  Otherwise,  he 
would  have  exhibited  this  world  as  a  state  of  exact  and  full  retribution,  and  the 
grand  object  of  writing  this  epistle  would  have  been  defeated.  For  with  what 
pretense  could  he  have  asserted  and  proved  the  doctrine  of  Justification  by  grace 
through  faith,  under  a  system  of  mere  law,  involving  the  full  and  just  retributioa 
of  sin  ?  Temporal  death  had  come  to  all  who  "  died  in  faith,"  and  who  of  course 
were  delivered  from  the  legal  penalty  of  sin.  Surely  to  the  righteous— to  the  just 
ified — to  those  who  are  blessed,  because  to  them  God  does  not  mpute  sin  (Ps.  zxxil. 
2 ;  Eom.  iv.  6),  temporal  death  is  not  the  legal  penalty  of  sin.  How  then  can  tem- 
poral death  as  an  event  common  to  all  men,  be  viewed  cu  the  UgaL penalty  </  tm,  and 
<u  tueh  be  allied  as  a  proof  of  universal  sin  f  Plainly,  if  It  proves  unlveml  sin,  it 
must  prove  it  under  some  other  relation  than  that  of  being  the  legal  penalty  of 
sin.  If  temporal  death  is  the  legal  penalty  of  sin,  then  who  are  saved  from  thif 
penalty  f  Were  Enoch  and  Elyah  the  only  men  delivered  from  it  f  Did  Abel, 
and  Noah,  and  Abraham,  and  all  the  patriarchs  who  died,  and  to  whom  God  did 
nol  impute  sin,  bear  the  penalty  of  the  law?  How  could  this  apostle  himself  say, 
'<  for  me— to  die  is  gain  V '  What  too  becomes  of  the  greaX  doctrine  of  his  Epistle, 
— the  oariicujUu  stands,  &c., — how  are  we  saved  from  wrath — in  a  word,  how  is  Christ 
a  Saviour  f  Paul,  as  a  reasoner,  obviously  saw  the  vital  importance  of  guarding 
his  argument  on  this  point.  Not  to  have  done  this  as  he  has  in  the  18th  and 
14th  verses,  would  have  ruined  his  argument  as  one  designed  to  show  that  all 
men  are  sinners,  in  consequence  of  Adam's  sin.  The  answer  might  have  beoi, 
according  to  a  probable  Jewish  notion,  "  they  die  as  the  legal  penalty  of  Adam'f 
sin,  or  in  some  other  supposed  mode  of  legal  procedure."  If  any  ask,  why  are 
all  men  doomed  to  temporal  death,  if  temporal  death  is  not  the  legal  penalty  of 
sin  ?  I  answer,  to  prove  the  sin  of  all — to  manifest  God's  displeasure  for  their 
sin,  though  not  in  that  high  degree  which  is  essential  to,  and  involved  in,  th« 
legal  penalty  of  sin,  and  especially  that,  in  this  way,  death  as  an  event  of  pro- 
spective certainty  to  all,  while  yet  under  a  gracious  system  of  moral  discipline 
and  trial,  with  the  judgment  to  follow  it,  and  the  retribution  of  eternal  life  or 
eternal  death,  as  men  accept  or  reject  proffered  mercy,  may  serve  to  reclaim  them 
from  siu  and  bring  them  to  Him  who  saves  from  the.  wrath  to  come. 
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other  temporal  evils,  pronounced  on  him  and  Lis  posterity. 
This  promise  from  the  moment  in  which  it  was  announced, — 
how  august  the  fact  1  how  great  the  change  I — was  fulfilled ; 
fulfilled  so  far  as,  that  along  with  the  evils  by  Adam,  the 
blessings  of  redemption  by  Christ  co-existed.  Under  this  re- 
demptive system,  every  child  of  Adam  was  to  come,  and  did 
come  into  existence, — a  condition  of  being,  whatever  other 
evils  may  belong  to  it,  which  is  widely  diflferent  from  one  which 
involves  a  full  and  hopeless  retribution  in  the  legal  penalty  of 
sin.  The  apostle  was  thus  led  to  advert,  in  the  briefest  manner, 
to  the  fact  of  a  general  resemblance  between  Adam  and  Christ. 
As  if  he  had  said,  "  As  there  are  certain  consequences  of  the  act 
of  one^  which  come  upon  aU  men  /  so  there  are  other  certain  con- 
sequences never  to  he  lost  sight  of  of  the  act  of  the  other ^  which 
came  upon  all  men.  This  is  the  resemblance.  The  rest  is 
contrast  and  dissimilitude."  Hence  the  apostle  hastens,  as  if 
through  impatience,  to  contrast  the  consequences  in  the  one 
case  with  those  in  the  other,  that  it  may  appear  how  much  the 
evils  as  evils,  in  the  one,  are  surpassed  by  the  blessings  as 
blessings  in  the  other.    Thus  he  proceeds  to  say  generally  in 

Yerse  15 :  "  But  not  as  the  oflEense  so  also  is  the  free  (gracious) 
gift  {x^^cf^) ;  for  if  through  the  offense  of  one  many  have 
died,  much  more  the  grace  of  God,  and  the  gift  by  grace  {6u>pea 
^;^c£ptTt),  which  is  by  one  man  Jesus  Christ,  hath  abounded 
unto  many."  This  was  to  say,  immensely  great  (as  we  must 
suppose)  is  the  difference  between  the  consequences  of  the  one 
offense,  and  what  must  be  the  results  of  the  grace  of  God  and 
of  the  gift  by  grace.  For  if  by  the  offense  of  one  many  die 
^.  e.,  if  many  return  to  dust  as  the  consequence  of  one  sin  re- 
sulting in  their  own  sin,  and  of  course  in  their  just  and  actual 
exposure  to  final  condemnation),  great  as  the  evil  is,  still  the 
grace  of  God,  and  the  gift  by  grace,  which  is  by  one  man 
Jesus  Christ,  is  much  greater  in  its  abounding  riches  as  a  bless- 
ing, than  is  the  evil  as  an  evil.  Tlie  one  as  a  blessing  is  so 
great,  it  so  far  as  a  blessing  surpasses  the  other  as  an  evil,  that 
we  may  well  be  satisfied  and  grateful  under  a  system  of  such 
overflowing  grace. 

Verse  16 :  And  not  as  the  sentence  was  by  one  that  sinned, 
80  is  the  gift,  {S6prina)  for  the  sentence  {Kpifia)  was  of  one  of- 
fense {elg  iMrdicpifia)  unto  condemnation,  but  die  gi'acious  gift 
{xdpiOfM)  is  of  many  offenses  {elg  ducaltofia)  unto  a  provision  or 
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ordinance  for  rigliteonsness  or  Justification.*  As  if  he  had 
said,  there  is  yet  another  important  difference ;  for  according 
to  the  sentence  as  already  explained,  although  all  men  directly 
for  their  own  sin,  and  indirectly  for  Adam's  sin,  became  justly 
exposed  to  final  condemnation  by  one  offense,  yet  the  gracious 
gift  is  unto  a  provision  for  righteousness  for  many  offenses. 
Or  thus  the  sentence  {fcplfia)  of  death,  "dust  thou  art,''  &c. — 
the  only  sentence  which  God  ever  pronounced  on  the  whole 
race ;  tlie  sentence  \vhich  implies  and  proves  tlie  sin  and  just 
condemnation  of  all  men — was  in  the  manner  explained  by  one 
offense,  but  the  gracious  gift  (^dpiqia)  involves  one  6iKat(,>fia^  an 
instituted  provision  for  righteousness  or  Justification  from  many 
offenses,  t 


^  This  iiKmiufta  the  apostle  speaks  of  in  the  18th  verse  as  one  iiKatm/ia,  The 
most  gerieral  mcAiiing  of  StKafuna  seems  to  he,  that  which  is  ordained  or  appoint- 
ed by  autliority  for  righteousness  or  Justification.  (Vide  all  the  instances  of  its 
use  in  the  New  Testament.  an*i1  particularly  in  Rom.  viii.  4.  Vide  also  McKnight  m 
loe.)  Where  the  iiKatufta  roi  vSitev  cannot  be  *  the  rightecutnese  of  the  law*  as  the  end 
of  Christ's  sacrifice  for  sin  ;  that  is,  perfect  i)er8onal  obedience  to  law,  nor  the 
iiKaioirivri  h  vdnov  in  Phil.  iii.  9,  nor  the  itKatoootfJi  iv  vdftt^  in  verse  6th.  (See  P.  8. 
on  p.  305.) 

f  Most  theologians  seem  not  to  enter  into  the  apostle's  conception  of  the 
Buperabundance  of  the  grace  of  God  in  giving  the  posterity  of  Adam  existence 
under  a  system  of  redemption.  Indeed,  I  cannot  but  think  that  very  inadequate 
and  low  views  on  this  subject  extensively  prevail.  That  it  should  be  so  with 
those  who  believe  that  man  is  born  with  concreated  or  propagated  sinful  deprav- 
ity, or  with  imputed  sin,  or  under  a  necessity  from  some  cause  of  sinning  from 
the  first,  or  that  in  any  way  he  deserves  the  wrath  of  Qod  prior  to  all  free, 
responsible,  moral  action  on  his  part,  is  not  to  be  wondered  at.  But  there  are 
some  who  profess  to  maintAin  simply  tJte  certainty  of  his  sinning  in  his  first  moral 
act,  who  still  regard  him  as  not  placed  in  a  state  of  fair  trial.  My  object  in  this 
note  is,  briefly  to  advert  to  this  last  view  of  the  subject.  I  remark  that  the  very 
nature  and  condition  of  a  moral  being  are  essentially  such — his  intellect,  his  tus- 
ceptibilities,  his  elective  powur  of  will,  and  the  reasons,  motives,  known  to  him 
arc  such — that  nothinjj:  can  excuse  the  guilt  of  morally  wrong  action  on  his  part, 
either  in  the  first  instance  or  in  any  other  ;  while  the  mere  previous  certainty 
(involving  the  most  perfect  moral  liberty  conceivable),  of  his  acting  morally 
wrong  in  the  first  instance,  can  no  more  lessen  or  increase  the  moral  tmpitnde 
of  his  acting  morally  wrong,  than  the  mere  certainty  of  his  acting  morally  right 
would  lessen  or  increase  the  moral  rectitude  of  his  acting  morally  right.  Besides, 
if  the  mere  certainty  of  his  acting  morally  wrong  is  inconsistent  with  a  fiur  trial, 
then  no  moral  being  in  a  state  of  fair  trial  can  ever  act  morally  wrong  ;  since  in 
every  such  case  there  would  be  a  prior  certainty  of  his  so  acting,  and  a  reason 
for  it.  Of  course  no  creature  of  God  ever  has  sinned  or  can  sin,  except  as  the 
result  of  a  fair  trial.  And  further,  how  can  the  trial  of  a  moral  being,  having, 
as  he  must  have,  perfect  moral  liberty,  be  otherwise  than  fair  T  Be  temptation 
what  it  may  in  its  nature  and  its  circumstances,  still  what  is  it  when  oomparod 
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Verse  17 :  "  For  if  by  the  oflfense  of  one,  death  reigned  by 
one,  much  more  they  who  receive  abundance  of  grace  and  of 
the  gift  of  righteousness  {rrj^  6u>pedg  rijg  ducaioavvrig)  shall  reign 
in  life  by  one  Jesus  Christ."  Ilere  the  apostle  advances 
another  step.  Comprising  the  evils  by  the  one  offense  of  one 
man  in  the  prevalence  of  temporal  death,  and  assuming  what 
he  had  just  asserted,  a  provision  of  righteousness  for  Justifica- 
tion from  many  offenses,  he  unfolds  in  contrast  tlie  actual  result 
of  this  gracious  gift  to  those  who  receive  abundance  of  grace 
and  of  the  gift  of  righteousness  (vide  chap.  iii.  22,  and  Phil, 
iii.  9),  as  reignhig  in  life  through  Jesus  Christ.  He  thus  con- 
trasts the  actual  and  unavoidable  evils  in  the  one  case  with  the 
actual  blessings  in  the  other  when  fully  secured ;  and  shows 
how  immeasurably  the  actual  evils  by  Adam  are  surpassed  by 
the  blessings  actually  secured  through  Christ  by  all  who  are 
willing  to  accept  them. 

Verse  18:  "Therefore  as  by  one  offense  (di*  kvhg  napaTrr6' 
liarog)  the  sentence  {Kpifm)  came  upon  all  men  unto  condemna- 
tion {slg  KaraKpifui)^  even  so  by  one  provision  for  righteousness 
(di*  ivbg  diKat^fiarog)  the  gracious  gift  (j^dptafia)  came  upon  all 
men  unto  Justification  {diKalcjaiv)  of  life."  Here  the  one  napaTT- 
Tufio,  and  the  one  diKatcjfia^  are  in  respect  to  their  tendencies 
placed  in  obvious  contrast.  The  one,  in  the  manner  already 
explained  in  verse  12th,  leads  to  condemnation ;  the  other,  in 
the  manner  explained  in  the  three  preceding  verees,  leads  to 
Justification.  As  if  he  had  said.  As  through  one  napanTcjfia, 
there  was  a  sentence  upon  all  men  unto  condemnation,  so 
through  one  cJi/catwfta,  there  is  a  gracious  gift  to  all  men  unto 
Justification  of  life.  The  preposition  elg  is  plainly  iellcj  or  else 
the  apostle  teaches  the  Justification  and  salvation  of  all  men 


with  the  known  reasons  for  acting  muraUy  right  ?  If  we  would  form  this  only 
just  view  of  man  as  a  moral  being, — as  one  so  perfectly  qualified  for  right  moral 
action,  tbatt  on  a  priori  grounds  it  would  be  cause  for  astt^nishmcnt  to  heaven  and 
earth  that  he  should  ever  act  morally  wrong  (Isa.  i.  2.  and  Mark  vi.  6),  and  espe- 
cially if  we  suppose  that  all  should  actually  accept  as  they  can,  the  offered  bless- 
ings of  salvation,  then  we  should  be  prepared  to  enter  into  the  ai>o6tle's  concep- 
tion of  the  abundance  of  Qod's  goodness  and  grace  in  the  economy  of  redemption, 
and  to  pronounce  it  as  he  does  "  the  exceeding  riches  of  his  grace  in  his  kind- 
ness toward  as  through  Christ  Jesus.' '  But  as  our  acceptance  of  that  grace  would 
not  enhance*  neither  does  our  rejection  of  it  diminish  its  abundance.  Goodness 
to  Hi — goodness  in  the  forms  of  grace  and  mercy — aims  at  our  good,  and  while 
our  perversioos  of  it  evince  its  nature,  they  may  instead  of  obscuring,  only  serve 
to  ftogmont  its  gplendon. 
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contrary  to  verse  17 ;  for  if  the  sentence  was  one  of  actnal  con- 
demnation, the  gracious  gift  is  one  of  actualJustification.  Nor 
is  this  all.  The  two  propositions  amount  to  a  palpable  contra- 
diction ;  for  the  one  asserts  the  actual  condemnation  of  all  men 
to  eternal  death ;  the  other,  their  actual  Justification  to  eternal 
life.  By  failing  to  see  the  meaning  of  icplfui  elg  KardKpifuij  and 
of  ;t^pia/Lta  elg  dcKaicjfia^  in  vei-se  16,  and  consequently  that  of 
el^  diKaliDoiv  in  verse  18,  Prof.  Stuart  has  made  the  apostle 
assert  the  actual  Justification  of  all  men  as  truly  as  the  Uni- 
versalist  could  desire.  The  Professor  probably  would  not  ad- 
mit this.     But  on  this  point  he  must  be  judged  by  his  readers. 

Veree  10:  "For  as  by  one  man's  disobedience  {napaicofig) 
many  were  made  sinners,  so  by  the  obedience  (ynoKOTj^)  of  one 
shall  many  be  made  righteous."  As  if  he  had  said,  I  have 
thus  shown  how  obvious  it  is  from  well-known  history  and  all 
acknowledged  facts,  that  according  to  the  sovereign  constitu- 
tion of  Goil,  by  one  man's  sin  all  men  became  sinners,  as  such 
were  exposed  to  a  just  condemnation  to  bear  the  full  penalty 
of  sin,  and  were,  as  the  evidence  and  proof  of  this,  actually 
doomed  to  temporal  death.  I  have  also  shown  in  the  preced- 
ing part  of  the  epistle,  that  by  the  obedience  (unto  death)  of 
one  man, — of  him  that  was  to  come,  and  actually  promised 
(Gen.  iii.  15)  before,  and  therefore  virtually  cotemporaneously 
with  the  sentence  {tcplfia  elg  Kardicpifui)  not  only  an  abundant 
provision  of  grace  was  made  for  the  Justification  of  all  men, 
but  that  many  shall  become  righteous*  and  reign  in  Kfe. 
(Vide  from  the  first  verse  to  the  twelfth  of  this  chapter.) 

Verse  20 :  "  Moreover  the  law  entered  that  the  oflfense  might 
abound.  But  where  sin  abounded,  grace  did  much  more 
abound."  As  if,  in  confirmation  of  his  views  already  express- 
ed, he  had  said.  Justification  is  not  by  the  law,  for  the  law 
(meaning  the  Mosaic  or  national  law,  which  I  have  before 
shown,  comprises  the  first  and  great  commandment)  entered 
(napeia^kOev)  (had  a  limited  entrance  compared  with  that  of  sin, 
vide  Doddridge  i7i  loc.\  that  sin  might  appear  in  its  degree  and 
extent,  or  how  much  there  was  of  it.  And  yet  abundant  as  sin 
was  with  its  evils,  grace  was  much  more  abundant ;  so  that  it 


o  The  iiKaloi  of  the  Scriptures  are  the  iiKaUi  U  wtimutj  those  who  bj  faith  or 
personal  holioess  are  justifiedi  and  so  stand  right  in  relation  to  the  sanctioni 
of  law. 


IMPOBT  OF  IMPORTANT  TERMS.        306 

might  never  be  forgotten  or  lost  sight  of,  that  sin  with  all  its 
evils  in  this  world  considered  as  an  evil,  was  by  no  means  to  be 
compared  with  redeeming  grace  in  its  results  as  a  blessing  in- 
somuch— 

Verse  21 :  "  That  as  sin  has  reigned  unto  death,  even  so 
might  grace  reign  through  righteousness  unto  eternal  life,  by 
Jesus  Christ  our  Lord."    As  if  he  had  said,  while  therefore 
there  is  a  certain  similitude  between  Adam  and  Christ  in  their 
respective  relations  to  all  men,  there  is  a  great  dissimilitude.  The 
resemblance  is,  that  both  sustained  an  important  relation  of  con- 
nection with  all  men  in  respect  to  consequences  or  eflfects.     But 
the  dissimilitude  is,  that  in  the  one  case  the  consequences  of 
the  connection  were  evils,  and  in  the  other  blessings, — a  con- 
nection in  both  cases  to  be  resolved  into  God's  wise  and  benig- 
nant sovereignty,  and  yet  capable  of  the  most  complete  and 
honorable  vindication.     For  if  Adam  injured  us,  it  cannot  be 
shown  that  it  was  in  a  greater  degree  than  we  in  some  other 
necessary  condition  of  existence  should  have  injured  ourselves; 
while  Christ  has  greatly  profited  us  fai',  very  far  more  than 
Adam  injured  us-    If  we  compare  the  constitution  (diadTJKrj)  of 
God  with  Adam  and  the  human  race  as  his  descendants,  great 
as  the  resulting  evils  are,  with  the  constitution  {diaO/JKi])  of  God 
in  Christ  as  the  Redeemer  of  the  world;  if  we  view  the  latter 
in  all  its  provisions  of  grace  and  mercy,  and  judge  of  it  aside 
from  our  perversions  of  it,  and  especially  as  availing  ourselves 
of  its  blessings  as  we  may,  how  transcendent  the  good  com- 
pared with  the  evil !     Who  would  not  prefer  to  receive  exist- 
ence as  an  accountable  and  immortal  being  under  that  system 
of  law  and  mercy  under  which  he  does  receive  it,  to  being 
placed  under  one  of  mere  law,  where  his  eternal  destiny  in  bliss 
:»nu8t  depend  on  his  sinless  obedience,  or  indeed  under  any 
other  system  than  the  present,  which  he  can  pronounce  possi- 
T^le  or  worthy  of  the  Creator  of  all  ? 


P.  S. — ^The  just  interpretation  of  the  passage  under  consider- 
ation depends  much  on  the  import  of  the  words  diKalcjfia, 
^iKoioavvrj,  and  SiKatcjaLgj  especially  as  they  are  used  by  the  apos- 
t:le  on  the  subject  of  Justification.  That  these  words  are  not 
^^Jt^d  by  him  as  synonyms  to  denote  Justijlcatton,  as  Prof. 
Stuart  supposes,  and  that  neither  6iiccu(M)fia^  nor  diKcuoavvri  can 

20 
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be  properly  rendered  Justification^  nor  SiKcutoiuiy  righteoiis^nesSy 
must  be  obvious  by  comparing  the  use  of  these  words  in  verses 
16th  and  18th  of  this  chapter,  and  from  Rom.  iii.  22,  and 
Phil.  iii.  9,  and  Eom.  \'iii.  4.  In  Eom.  viii.  4,  our  transla- 
tors absurdly  represent  the  design  of  Christ's  sacrifice  to  be  the 
fulfilling  of  the  righteousness  of  the  law  on  our  part.  The  true 
rendering  of  diKattofia  would  correct  the  error. 

Tliat  the  words  referred  to  are  always  used  in  the  Scrip- 
tures in  one  precise  meaning,  I  do  not  here  assert.  What  I 
maintain  is,  that  they  are  used  with  great  precision,  and  in  a 
plain  and  familiar  meaning  by  this  apostle,  when  treating  of 
the  subject  of  Justification. 

What  I  propose  in  this  note  is,  to  illustrate  my  own  view  of 
the  diversity  of  meaning,  by  considering  some  of  the  obvious 
and  prominent  facts  in  the  case  of  a  subject  of  law  who  should 
be  justified  by  the  deeds  of  law.     The  case  implies  a  trial  or 
an  investigation  in  respect  to  his  relation  to  the  sanctions  of 
law,  as  that  which  is  to  be  determined.     It  implies  next  his 
perfect  obedience  to  law,  which  sustains  two  relations  to  law: 
one  is,  that  it  is  tlie  fulfillment  of  the  claim  of  law  as  an  act  or 
doing,  required  of  the  subject;  and  the  other  is,  that  it  is  tlie 
ordained,  or  instituted  ground  by  which   the  subject  might 
stand  right  in  relation  to  the  sanctions  of  law ;  and  this  in  two 
respects, — first,  as  it  renders  such  standing  consistent  with  jus- 
tice, and  secondly  with  all  the  other  interests  or  ends  of  benev- 
olence.   As  the  fulfilling  of  the  claim  of  law,  it  would  be  called 
rd  ipya  rov  vdfwv.     As  the  ordained  or  instituted  ground  of 
merely    rendering    it    consistent   with   justice,   or   with    th© 
authority  of   law,  it  would    be    called  rb  diKcucjfm  rov  v6fio^ 
(Rom.  viii.  4.)*    As  a  6iicaiu>iia,  and  yet  not  merely  as  such  ^ 


o  Vide  Calvin,  Instlt,  Book  III.  Chap.  11,  S.  9,  and  Chap.  17,  8.  7.  It  is  obri- 
ous  that  iiKatt^na  is  here  used  (Rom.  viii.  4)  in  this  sense  ;  since  there  is  no  other 
in  which  the  design  of  Christ's  sacrifice  for  sin  can  be  said  to  be,  "  that  the 
rigliteousness  of  tlic  law  might  be  fulfilled  in  us,"  who  have  broken  the  law. 
Besides,  if  it  be  understood  to  mean  the  same  as  6tKalooiv^  U  i^««,  in  Phil, 
iii.  9,  then  the  apostle  in  the  latter  passage  expresses  a  strong  desire  that  the 
design  of  Christ's  sacrifice  for  sin  may  not  be  accomplished  in  respect  to  himself. 
It  is  neither  desirable  nor  necessary  perhaps  to  change  the  translation  of  Bom. 
viii.  4,  since  the  English  word  righteoumess  will  bear  perhaps  the  meaning,  which 
the  connection  so  clearly  shows  to  be  the  meaning  of  iiKattttpa.  Besa  ^"ns  so 
struck  with  the  incongruity  of  understanding  d(«a/w/ia  as  synonymous  with  4ic«c«W»9, 
that  he  translates  the  pasfage,  '*  Ut  jus  illud  legis,"  that  thai  right  qf  tint  lam,  viz., 
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bnt  also  as  being  received  by  faith,  rendering  it  consistent 
with  all  the  ends  of  benevolence,  that  the  subject  stand  right 
in  relation  to  the  sanctions  of  law,  it  would  be  called  ^  diKoi- 
oavvrj  itc  vofiov  (Phil.  iii.  9) ;  and  thus  the  sure  and  complete 
ground  of  Justification.  Yet  another  thing  is  implied, — the  act 
of  Justification  itself; — the  act  of  the  judge  which  authorita- 
tively determines  the  main  question, — that  the  subject  does 
actually  stand  right  in  relation  to  the  sanctions  of  law  so  far  as 
treatment  is  concerned.  Tliis  is  called  ^  diKaicjai^.  (Vide  A. 
Clarke  on  Rom.  v.  18.) 

Tlius  in  the  supposed  case  of  Justification  under  law,  we  find 
three  prominent   things,  which    are   necessarily,  easily,  and 
familiarly  distinguished; — so  much  so,  that,  as  I  claim,  it  ia 
incredible,  that  the  apostle,  adhering  as  he  does  to  the  use 
of  forensic  phraseology,  should  not  clearly  and  strongly  dis- 
tinguish them   in  unfolding  the  divine  plan  for  the  gratuitous 
Justification  of  sinners,  in  its  consistency  with  the  great  prin- 
ciples of  law  and  Moral  Government.     In  respect  to  obedience 
to  law,  as  fulfilling  the  claim  of  law,  this,  under  the  plan  of 
grace,  is  out  of  the  question  ;  "  for  all  have  sinned."    But  if  law 
is  to  be  established  in  its  authority,  or  the  justice  of  God  to  be 
vindicated,  and  sinners  are  to  be  justified,  then  it  would  seem, 
that  some  ground  or  means  of  establishing  the  authority  of 
law,  or  vindicating  the  justice  of  the  Lawgiver,  would  be  im- 
periously demanded  and  prominently  presented  ;  that  is,  some 
^iKoXcjfia,  equivalent  to  that  which  would  be  furnished  by  the 
perfect  obedience  of  the  subject     I  need  not  say  how  fully 
the  apostle  has  shown  this  to  be  true  in  the  third  chapter  of 
this  epistle,  by  the  clearest  implication ;  nor  how  obvious  it  is, 
that  the  word  diKaicjixa  will  bear  no  other  than  this  precise 
import  in  the  16th  and  18th  verses  of  thi^  chapter,  and  also  in 
cjhapter  viii.  4.    But  further,  and  for  the  same  imperious  reason, 
xve  should  expect  the  apostle  to  exhibit,  not  merely  a  dticatw/ia, 
«Dr  ground  on  which  the  justified  sinner  could  stand  right  in  rela- 
tion to  the  sanctions  of  law,  consistently  with  the  authority  of 
law  or  with  the  justice  of  the  Lawgiver,  but  a  duccuoavvTj,  which, 


to  perfect  obedience  as  the  ground  of  acceptance  might,  &c. — thus,  as  I  think, 
conforming  to  the  meaning  of  the  apostle,  bj  distinguishing  the  right  of  the  law  to 
l>e  upheld  in  its  authority  by  obedience,  from  its  claim  to  obedience  as  action  or 
oonduct  on  the  part  of  the  subject. 
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without  excluding  but  including  the  SiKalGyfxa^  should  also  ren- 
der it  consistent  with  all  the  other  ends  of  benevolence,  tliat 
the  sinner  should  stand  right  in  relation  to  the  sanctions  of 
law ; — a  diKcuoovvri,  which  in  those  respects  shall  be  equivalent  to 
a  SiKaioavvTj  Ik  vShov,  and  so  become  a  sure  and  complete  ground 
of  Justification.  And  now  what  do  we  find?  In  this  chapter, 
'*  those  who  receive  abundance  of  the  gift  of  righteousness" — 
(diKaioavvi]) — "  grace  reigning  through  righteonsness  unto  eter- 
nal life  ;"  the  same  thing  which  the  apostle  had  called  and  often 
calls  "  the  righteousness  of  God  by  faith  of  Jesus  Christ,  unto 
all  and  upon  all  them  that  believe."  (Vide  chap.  iii.  22,  25, 
26 ;  X.  4 ;  Phil.  iii.  9,  et  al.)  Now  this  righteousness  of  God  by 
faith  is  not  the  diKaicofia  merely.  The  Atonement,  as  we  have 
seen,  simply  supports  the  authority  of  law,  and  so  far  renders 
it  consistent  with  that  authority,  that  the  sinner  should  stand 
right  in  relation  to  legal  sanctions.  It  does  not  of  itself  actu- 
ally place  any  sinner  in  this  relation  to  these  sanctions.  For 
this  purpose  something  more,  as  we  have  seen,  according  to  a 
strictly  legal  procecUire,  would  be  necessary  even  in  the  perfect 
obedience  of  the  subject  of  law.  To  become  a  righteousness^  it 
must,  as  it  would,  render  it  consistent  with  all  the  ends  of  be- 
nevolence, that  the  obedient  subject  should  on  this  ground  stand 
right  in  relation  to  legal  sanctions.  So  in  the  case  of  the  sin- 
ner  there  must  be  in  both  respects  an  equivalent  righteousness 
or  diKaioavvrj.  This  is  "  righteousness  of  God  by  faith" — the 
righteousness  of  God's  providing ;  and  is  a  righteousness,  inas- 
much as  by  the  Atonement  the  sinner's  standing  right  in  rela- 
tion to  the  sanctions  of  law  is  consistent  with  the  authority  of 
law,  and  by  his  faith  (his  personal  holiness),  his  so  standing  is 
consistent  with  all  the  other  ends  of  benevolence.  Thus  we 
find  not  merely  a  diKatcofia  {kvb^  ditccu^juiTo^),  but  also  a  Succu- 
oavv7j,a  diKcuoavvj]  Beov  6ia  Trtarcw^',  as  sure  and  complete  a  ground 
of  Justification  for  sinners,  as  would  be  their  own  perfect  obe- 
dience to  law,  had  they  received  such  an  obedience.  Thus 
"  Christ  is  the  end  of  the  law  for  righteousness"  (di.Kiuoav\*rj) — 
to  whom,  not  to  all  men,  for  whom  there  is  one  diicatG>fia  ;  but 
"  to  every  one  that  believeth." 

I  will  only  add  here,  that  it  is  not  the  dticotwfta,  as  such,  or  as 
merely  sustaining  the  authority  of  law,  which  becomes  a  right- 
^ousnesSj  or  the  diKcuoavvrj  tov  6eov ,  nor  is  it  the  faitn  of  the 
sinner  as  rendering  it  consistent  with  other  ends  of  benevo- 
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leuce,  tliat  tlie  sinner  eliould  stand  right  in  relation  to  legal 
sanction,  much  less  as  meritorious,  which  becomes  a  righieaus- 
ness  ;  but  it  is  both  the  SiKalcjfia  and  marecjg,  as  having  together 
the  same  twofold  relation,  which  perfect  obedience  would  have, 
viz.,  as  rendering  it  consistent  with  the  authority  of  law  or  with 
the  justice  of  the  Lawgiver,  and  also  with  all  other  ends  of  be- 
nevolence, that  the  sinner  should  stand  right,  i.  e.,  be  regarded 
as  if  he  stood  right  in  relation  to  the  sanctions  of  law ;  and  so 
be  justified,  i.e.,  be  pronounced  and  authoritatively  deter- 
mined, thus  to  stand,  in  respect  to  treatment — by  the  act  of  the 
judge,  the  StKalanji^^  or  act  of  Justification.  Or  thus :  The  one 
diKaitjfia  is  the  Atonement  of  Christ  as  a  provision  or  an  ordi- 
nance of  God  to  be  received  by  faith,  and  as  that  from  which, 
when  thus  received^  results  the  consistency  between  all  the  ends 
of  perfect  benevolence,  and  the  Justification  of  the  believing 
sinner.  Tlius  viewed,  the  Atonement  or  propitiation  of  Christ, — 
not  merely  as  such ;  for  as  merely  such,  it  only  supports  the 
authority  of  law — as  a  provision,  which  is  appointed  of  God 
— to  be  received  by  faith,  i.  e.,  to  be  tuJcen  hold  of  with  all 
the  truths  involved  in  it, — to  be  embraced  as  it  is  by  the  mind 
with  just,  intellectual  apprehension,  and  with  a  holy  heai%  for 
practical  results;* — thus  received,  the  Atonement  is  the  one 
SiKalcjfia^  of  which  the  apostle  speaks  in  verses  16  and  18. 
This  6iKaio)iJuif  when  thus  received  hy  faith  on  the  part  of  the 
sinner,  renders  it  not  only  consistent  with  justice,  or  the  au- 
thority of  law,  but  with  all  the  ends  of  general  benevolence, 
and  thus  demands  of  perfect  benevolence,  that  the  believing 
sinner  he  jxcstified.  It  thus  becomes  to  him,  in  this  one  resjpect^ 
what  his  own  perfect  obedience  to  law  would  be  under  mere 
law, — a  righteousness^  a  SiKaioavvrj — and  being  wholly  from 
God,  and  not  from  himself — being  a  Scjpea  iv  xdpin  of  God — a 
free  or  gracious  gift — a  ;^ap«7/ua,  a  provision  of  grace, — and  so 
through  abundance  of  grace  it  becomes  to  believers  the  gift  of 
righteousness, — ^  do)pe&  rtjg  diKcuoovvrjg^ — and  is  called  by  the 
apostle,  the  righteous-ness  of  God. 

*  What  truths,  and  how  much  truth,  is  included  in  such  appreliension,  will 
-«!arcely  he  understood  and  duly  estimated,  without  much  reflection.  It  is  all 
~the  truth  of  Gkxi'tt  testimony  in  the  law  and  in  the  gospel,  except  one  in  the  law, 
^e  imposaihility  under  mere  law  that  the  transgressor  should  escape  its  penalty  ; 

td  yet  the  whole  influence  of  law  is  preserved  unimpaired, — law  is  established. 


IIL 
JUSTIFICATION. 

I.— PKELIMINARY  OBSERVATIONS.  — ROMISH   DOCTRINE.  — JUSTIPICA 

TION  NOT  SANCTIFICATION. 

Slgniflcatton  of  rif^,  morally  riffhty  right  in  relaiion  to  Mitral  Qor^mmeni,  ^ce. — ^Vietn  »f  the 
ancients  In  respect  to  Justice  and  moral  rectitude. — Righteonsoesa  under  Moral  OovemmeBt— 
Importance  of  understanding  tlie  Soniish  doctrine.— Doctrine  before  the  EeforsiaUon. — First  aad 
•econd  JustiAcation.— Relation  uf  Faith  to  the  first,  and  of  Works  to  the  second. — Romish  view 
controverted,  particularly  in  respect  to  the  nature  of  Faith  — Justification  Dot  tlie  InAislim  of  a 
principle  of  holiness.  The  Hebrew  and  Greek  words  translated  to  JMUfy^  do  not  admh  thi» 
interpretation.— The  oonc^ion  unknown  to  heathen  natk>n& — Scriptural  asage  of  the  word 
discussed. 

The  word  Justilication  in  Theology,  denotes  an  act  of  God  in 
respect  to  men  as  the  subjects  of  his  Moral  Government.  This 
act  of  God,  in  its  nature,  in  its  ground,  and  in  ita  condition,  ae 
presented  in  the  Scriptures,  is  now  the  subject  of  inquiry.  Its 
nature — in  other  words — what  is  the  act  qf  Justification  on  the 
paH  of  Ood  ds  the  Moral  Governor  of  men^  will  first  claim  onr 
attention. 

Before  however,  I  enter  directly  on  the  investigation  of  this 
topic,  I  deem  it  important  to  offer  some  preliminary  remarks  re- 
specting the  use  and  meaning  of  some  prominent  words ;  and  also 
to  examine  as  briefly  as  may  be,  the  Koman  Catholic  doctrine 
of  Justilication,  which  in  one  essential  part  stands  so  directly 
opposed  to  the  Protestant  doctrine,  as,  if  true,  to  supersede 
further  discussion.     I  proceed — 

1.  To  make  some  preliminary  remarks  on  important  words. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  Justification  of  an  obedient  subject  o€ 
law  under  a  system  of  mere  law,  must  in  some  respects  be  a 
different  thing  from  the  Justification  of  a  disobedient  subject 
of  law  under  a  system  of  law  and  grace  combined.    Now  the 
Moral  Government  which  God  administers  over  this  world,  is 
not  a  system  of  mere  law,  as  we  use  the  word,  but  a  system  of 
law  and  grace — a  system,  which  compared  with  every  other 
system  of  Moral  Government,  except  that  of  the  Jewish  Tlieoc- 
racy  as  its  representative  shadow  or  type — ^is  entirely  peculiar. 
This  being  true,  a  peculiarity  in  the  use  of  language  is  required, 
especially  in  forensic  terms,  which  under  any  other  would  be 
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unintelligible  or  false  in  their  meaning.  It  is  this  gi'and  pecu- 
liarity in  the  use  of  scriptural  language,  which  it  is  believed 
has  occasioned  much  of  the  controversy  on  the  subject  of  Just- 
ification. The  use  of  forensic  words,  modified  as  their  mean- 
ing must  be  under  a  system  of  law  and  grace,  compared  with 
their  meaning  under  a  system  of  mere  law,  demands  a  careful 
and  thorough  investigation. 

It  will  be  admitted,  that  in  the  Hebrew,  Greek,  and  Latin 
languages,  there  is  a  word,  which,  with  at  least  some  circum- 
stantial qualification,  is  equivalent  to  our  English  word  jvstr 
|/y.  This  word  is  derived  from  the  Latin  juHiifico^  or  justv/m 
facere^  literally,  to  make  right  I  propose  to  examine  the  use 
and  meaning  of  this  word,  or  rather  this  word  and  its  equiva- 
lent in  each  of  the  languages  mentioned,  before  I  enter  directly 
on  the  leading  inquiry  before  us. 

The  general  or  generic  idea  of  the  word  right^  first  claims 
consideration.  This  idea  or  conception,  we  may  say,  is  com- 
mon in  all  languages ;  in  which  also  we  find  a  class  or  family 
of  words,  of  whose  meaning  this  abstract  and  general  idea  is  an  - 
essential  element.  The  primary  idea  is  that  of  straight^  or 
straight  to,  straight  forward, — right^  as  in  the  phrase  straight  or 
right  line.  This  idea  by  metaphorical  modification,  and  gener- 
alization, is  the  idea  o( fitness^ — adaptation, — tendency,  stretch- 
ing to.  The  resemblance  between  the  primary  and  secondary 
idea  is  at  once  obvious,  and  accounts  for  the  latter. 

The  most  important  application  of  this  word,  is  to  moral  be- 
ings, their  action  and  its  ends.  My  own  views  of  such  action, 
and  of  its  ends  as  I'ight,,  and  of  such  action  as  predominant  and 
subordinate,  I  have  already  given.  "We  have  seen  that  j^e- 
dominant  action  in  the  form  of  benevolence  as  an  elective  pref- 
erence of  the  highest  good  of  all  sentient  being,  and  as  dis- 
tinguished from  all  other,  is  the  only  morally  right  action.  If 
'we  conceive  of  subordinate  action  as  the  expression  and  proof 
of  this  kind,  and  so  conceive  and  speak,  as  we  often  do,  of  the 
^hole  as  one  action,  still  the  m.oraUy  right  element  of  the  com- 
bination is  the  predominant  a/niion — the  act  of  the  heart  and 
will — an  elective  preference  of  the  highest  good  of  all.  This 
IB  not  only  rights  but  mjorally  right  in  all  circumstances,  semper 
et  vbique^  being  fitted,  and  the  only  one  which  is  fitted,  in  aU 
cireumstanoeSj  to  secure  the  great  end  of  all  action  on  the  part 
of  a  moral  being.    But  subordinate  action  is  right  or  otherwise, 
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only  according  to  certain  variable  circumstances ;  as  it  is,  or  is 
not,  necessaiy  to  some  limited  result  which  is  essential  to  the 
great  ulterior  result  of  morally  right  action ;  or  it  is  rights  as  it 
is  the  expression  or  going  forth  of  morally  right  predominant 
action  or  principle.  These  remarks  are  sufficient  to  show  that 
the  word  inght^  as  a  general  term,  is  applicable  to  both  the  spe- 
cific kinds  of  action  now  described,  while  in  all  cases  of  proi>er 
use,  some  epithet,  or  the  connection  and  manner  of  use,  deter- 
mines the  precise  meaning  of  the  writer  or  speaker. 

Tlius  one  kind  of  moral  action,  which  may  be  called  benevo- 
lent action,  including  the  predominant  action  or  benevolent 
principle,  and  its  appropriate  expression  in  subordinate  action, 
is  truly  and  properly  said  to  be  morally  right/  or  to  be  righly 
provided  the  connection  shows  the  meaning  to  be  its  fitness  to 
the  true  end  or  right  end  of  action  on  the  part  of  a  moral  be- 
ing, in  the  given  case.  Tlie  same  kind  of  action  of  a  moral 
being,  viewed  irrespectively  of  his  sustaining  any  other  i*elation 
than  that  of  a  moral  being, — e.  g.,  that  of  a  parent  or  child, 
lawgiver  or  subject, — would  be  called  not  only  right  or  morally 
right,  but  also,  virtue,  goodness,  moral  goodness,  moral  recti- 
tude, &c.  In  each  case,  the  language  would  designate  the  fit- 
ness of  the  action  to  the  great  end  of  action  on  the  part  of  a 
moral  being — the  highest  good  of  all — of  the  agent  and  of  all 
sentient  being.  This  complex  idea,  or  these  elementary  ideas 
combined  in  one,  are  expressed  in  the  manner  described,  by 
the  word  r/jrA^  or  morally  right  as  applied  to  the  action  of  a 
moral  being,  without  the  recognition  of  any  other  relation  on 
his  part,  than  the  great,  comprehensive  relation  of  a  moral 
being. 

But  the  same  kind  of  action  must  be  contemplated  under 
other  and  more  specific  relations,  especially  under  those  which 
arise  from  and  pertain  to  Moral  Government.  The  moral  rela- 
tions of  men,  and  of  all  moral  beings,  are  their  relations  to 
themselves  and  to  others, as  sentient  beings,  capable  of  happi- 
ness and  misery.  Tliese  are  superior  to  all  others,  and  can 
never  be  superseded.  On  the  contrary,  in  that  system  of  fit- 
nesses in  which  they  exist,  all  others  are  subordinate  and  sub- 
servient. A  moral  being  can  never  cease  to  sustain  moral 
relations,  nor  cease  to  act,  or  to  be  acting  morally.  He  may 
however,  when  acting  morally  in  his  moral  relations,  be  viewed 
also  as  acting  in  those  which  may  be  distinguished  from 
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such  as  are  moral.  Thus  in  the  social  relations  subsisting 
merely  between  himself  and  his  fellow-beings,  as  in  his  domes- 
tic and  political  relations,  all  his  action  may  be  viewed  as  sub- 
ordinate, in  which  in  principle  and  in  practice  he  aims  at  the 
temporal  and  earthly  well-being  of  himself  and  of  othere,  with- 
out deciding  whether  he  acts  from  any  other,  either  higher  or 
lower  principle.  Thus  conceived,  action  has  no  moral  quality. 
Contemplated  merely  in  relation  to  his  fellow-men,  to  his  fam- 
ily, or  to  the  State,  or  to  all  these,  his  subordinate  action  may 
be  rigkt^  and  yet  he  may  act  not  morally  right,  but  morally 
wrong.  Indeed,  he  acts  morally  right,  only  as  he  acts  morally 
right  in  predominant  action ;  i.  e.,  in  the  exercise  of  morally 
right  principle.  Otherwise,  in  all  moral  action,  he  acts  in  the 
exercise  of  the  morally  wrong  principle,  and  acts  morally 
wrong. 

I  have  already  had  occasion  to  show  what  low  and  inade- 
quate ideas  of  the  nature  of  mxyraRy  right  action  are  formed 
by  the  human  mind  when  uninstructed  by  divine  revelation. 
The  most  enlightened  of  heathen  philosophers  seem  to  have 
formed  no  higher  conception  than  that  of  the  cf/?  rov  dedvrog  of 
Pythagoras,  the  habit  of  doing  that  which  is  lit  to  be  done,  or 
ought  to  be  done.  Nor  had  this  definition  of  virtue,  which 
Dugald  Stuart  speaks  of  as  the  best  given  by  any  philosopher, 
ancient  or  modem,  been  so  objectionable,  had  it  not  been  con- 
fined in  its  meaning  to  the  habit  of  the  particular  social  virtues 
among  men,  as  beings  of  earth  and  time.  Justice  as  distin- 
guished from  benevolence,  as  the  latter  is  required  in  the  first 
and  great  commandment  of  the  divine  law,  seems  to  have  been 
regarded  as  the  predominant  action — the  sum  and  source  of 
the  whole  train  of  the  social,  domestic,  and  political  virtues.* 


o  With  thin  view,  it  is  believed  that  Aristides  was  signalized  by  the  surnamo 
of  The  Ju9T,  as  comprising  the  Riim  of  moral  excellence.  In  Justinian's  defini- 
tion of  justkey  we  find  no  recognition  of  benevolence,  i.e.,  of  g< km! -will,  or  an 
habitual  elective  preference  of  the  highest  good  of  all  sentient  being,  or  an 
habitual  will  to  render  to  sentient  being  what  is  due  ;  but  such  a  will  to  render  to 
every  one  hit  due,  as  if  there  were  no  morally  good  action  on  tbe  pjirt  of  man 
but  what  is  comprised  in  justice.  Cicero  says,  "  ExJustiUa  viri  boni  ajyjyeUant^ir  {De 
Ojie,  ii.  11).  Aristotle  gives  this  view  of  justice  in  his  Ethics,  B.  V.  vii.  3  :  *'  We 
are  accustomed,"  he  says,  *'  to  cite  the  proverb,  *In  justice  is  included  every 
virtue.'  and  it  is  pre-eminently  complete  virtue,  because  it  is  the  exercise ,of  tho 
ptrfection  of  virtue.  Wherefore  this  fame  justice  is  not  a  part  of  virtue,  but  is 
virtue  in  its  universal  aspect ;  nor  is  its  contrary,  injustice,  a  part  of  vice,  but  vice 
lUelf." 

14 
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These  conceprions  would  of  course  constitute  and  determine 
the  meaning  of  language;  and  in  view  of  this  fact,  we  see  at 
once  how  inadequate  must  be  the  meaning  of  the  word  rights 
and  of  kindred  words,  as  applied  to  the  action  of  moral  beings; 
and  how  low  the  conception  formed  of  the  nature  of  such  be- 
ings viewed  in  their  relation  to  God  and  his  sentient  creation, 
or  only  in  the  inferior  relation  to  fellow-beings.  How  different 
also  must  be  the  conceptions  w^ich  would  exist  in  respect  to 
the  same  kind  of  action  on  the  part  of  men  when  viewed 
simply  as  moral  beings,  and  also  as  moral  beings  under  a 
Moral  Government.  Now  whatever  be  the  conception  of 
moral  adion^  whether  that  which  the  mind  forms  under  the 
light  and  guidance  of  divine  revelation,  and  in  the  true  use  of 
its  reflective  faculties,  or  that  low  and  inadequate  idea  which 
men  have  actually  formed  without  revelation,  it  is  obvious  that 
the  action  conceived  not  simply  as  moral  action^  but  either  as 
the  moral  action  of  one  sustaining  the  relation  of  a  Moral  Gov- 
ernor, or  as  the  moral  action  of  one  sustaining  the  relation  of  a 
subject  of  Moral  Government,  must  possess  other  and  import- 
ant relations.  As  the  action  of  either  governor  or  subject,  it 
would  be  conceived  as  tiioral  action^  or  as  morally  right  action. 
But  as  action  common  to  both,  it  could  not  be  conceived  afi 
6bedie7ice^  for  it  plainly  is  not  obedience ;  i.  e.,  it  is  not  submis- 
sion to  authority  on  the  part  of  the  ruler.  And  yet  as  com- 
mon to  both  in  a  subordinate  generic  import  of  the  word,  it  is 
righteomncM  or  inghtrwiseness^  inasmuch  as  it  is  action,  which 
in  the  different  relations  of  ruler  and  subject,  is  in  accordance 
with  tlie  principles  of  Moral  Government — action  which  is  de- 
manded by  the  nature  and  principles  of  a  legal  system,  accord- 
ing to  the  relations  of  the  one  who  governs,  and  of  the  other 
who  is  governed.  Without  here  more  particularly  unfolding 
what  it  is  as  righteousness  or  right-wisene^a  in  a  Moral  Gov- 
ernor, it  requires  in  this  discussion,  as  the  action  of  the  subject 
of  iforal  Government,  to  be  considered  in  its  more  prominent 
particular  relations.  Thus  considered,  morally  right  action, 
instead  of  being  conceived  simply  as  fitted  to  secure  the  great 
and  true  end  of  action  on  the  part  of  a  moral  being  as  such, 
sustains  also  the  following  important  relations.  One  is,  that  U 
fuIfiP^  the  claim  of  the  law  or  of  the  lawgiver.  Another  is, 
that  as  a  testimony  or  proof  it  recognises  and  so  upholds  the 
authority  of  the  l<iwgiver.     Another  is,  that  it  is  the  ordained 
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and  neoessary  ground  of  the  subjects  standing  right  in  relation 
to  the  sanctions  of  laWy  so  far  as  any  thing  on  his  part  can  he 
the  ground  of  his  so  standing.  And  another  is,  that  as  sus- 
taining these  relations^  it  is  tfie  ground  of  the  auth^yritative  act 
of  the  Judge  hy  which  the  subject  is  determined^  cau^sed^  or 
made  so  to  stand  in  relation  to  legal  sanctio7is,  that  he  is  7wt  to 
be  punisJied  but  rewarded.  Now  for  the  pui-poses  of  speech  on 
this  most  important  of  all  subjects,  men  have  frequent  occa- 
Bion  in  practical  life  to  express  these  different  relations  of  this 
one  kind  of  action,  and  to  give  prominence  to  some  one  or 
more  of  them  in  the  use  of  single  words  or  phrases.  Thus  one 
and  the  same  kind  of  action  on  the  part  of  a  moral  being,  as 
common  to  both  ruler  and  subject,  would  be  called  inorally 
rigid  actio7i^  or  virtue^  or  goodness^  or  moral  rectitude^  tfec,  to 
denote  its  relation  as  fitted  to  the  great  end  of  all  action  on  the 
part  of  such  a  being  in  all  circumstances,  viz.,  the  highest  well- 
being  of  all.  To  denote  a  more  j^articular  relation  of  the  same 
action  to  the  principles  of  Moral  Govermnent,  and  still  as  com- 
mon to  both  ruler  and  subject,  and  conformed  lo  these,  it  would 
be  called  righteousness.  In  application  to  the  ruler,  this  word 
would  denote  his  perfect  conformity  to  all  those  principles  of 
right  which  arise  from  his  i)eculiar  relation  as  a  ruler.  In  the 
case  of  a  moral  being  under  law  to  another,  the  same  action 
done  in  submission  to  authority  would  be  called  obedience^  or 
ipyov  vofMov^  to  denote  its  relation  as  fulfilling  the  claim  of  law. 
For  yet  another  purpose  the  same  action  would  be  called  rig/U- 
eousness,  to  denote  its  comprehensive  relation  as  the  ordained 
and  necessary  ground  of  the  standing  right  of  the  subject  in  re- 
spect to  the  sanctions  of  law  in  the  broadest  sense  of  the  lan- 
guage, according  to  principles  of  justice  and  benevolence.  I  say 
in  the  broadest  sense,  for  while  the  obedience  of  a  subject  fulfills 
the  demand  and  sustains  the  authority  of  law  on  his  part,  and 
60  becomes  the  ground  of  his  standing  right  in  relation  to  the 
sanctions  of  law,  as  far  as  any  thing  on  his  part  can  be  the 
ground  of  his  so  standing,  still  he  does  not  in  the  broadest 
sense  of  the  language  so  stand,  without  the  authoritative  act  of 
the  Judge  determining  that  he  so  stands,  and  is  to  be  rewarded. 
Thus  his  obedience  to  law,as  his  righteotUHness^hBS  a  twofold 
relation ;  it  is  the  ground  of  his  standing  right  in  relatipn  to 
the  sanctions  of  law  according  to  the  principles  of  justice  and 
all  other  principles  of  benevolence;  and  as  such,  it  is  also  the 
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ground  of  the  authoritative  act  of  the  Judge,  which  determines 
in  such  a  respect  that  he  so  stands — that  lie  is  not  to  be  pun- 
ished but  rewarded.  The  obedience  of  a  subject  of  law  must 
obviously  sustain  all  these  relations,  since  otherwise  the  author- 
itative act  of  the  Judge  would  be  wholly  groundless  and  un- 
authorized. K  it  did  not  fulfill  the  claim  of  law  and  so  uphold 
its  authority,  it  could  not  become  the  ground  of  his  standing 
right  in  relation  to  the  sanctions  of  law  according  to  the  prin- 
ciples of  justice  and  benevolence,  so  far  as  such  standing  de- 
pends on  the  subject  himself.  If  it  did  not  sustain  this  last 
relation,  it  could  not  become  the  ground  of  the  authoritative 
act  of  a  righteous  Judge,  which  alone  determines  or  causes 
him  so  to  stand  that  he  can  be  actually  rewarded;  and  of 
course,  this  act  of  the  Judge  could  have  no  sufficient  ground, 
and  the  subject  could  not  be  rewarded  according  to  the  princi- 
ples of  law  or  of  Moral  Government. 

Here  it  may  be  well  to  remark,  that  of  a  Moral  Governor 
reigning  in  rightful  authority — for  example,  of  God  acting  in 
this  relation — obedience  could  not  be  properly  and  truly  predi- 
cated ;  while  both  moral  goodness  or  right  moral  action,  and 
righteousness  might  be ; — the  former  having  its  ordinary  gen- 
eral import,  and  the  latter  a  meaning  modified  by  his  peculiar 
relate' on  to  his  subjects  as  their  Lawgiver  and  Judge.  In  the 
case  however  of  a  moral  being,  under  a  system  of  mere  law, 
the  true  predicate  of  either  vioral  goodne^s^  or  of  obediene^^  or 
of  I'ighteausness^  would  necessarily  imply ^  but  not  formally  ex- 
press both  the  other  predicates.  From  the  true  predicate  of 
moral  goodness  of  a  moral  being,  we  could  not  infer,  either 
tliat  he  is  or  is  not  a  subject  of  law,  nor  be  authorized  to  predi- 
cate either  obedience  or  righteousness  of  him  as  such.  Nor 
would  the  predicates  of  obedience  or  of  righteousness  of  a 
subject  of  law  be  strictly  synonymous,  since  his  righteousness 
at  most  is  an  inference.  He  is  obedient,  and  therefore  is  right- 
eous,— or,  he  fulfills  the  claim  of  law,  and  therefore  is  right- 
eous so  far  as  his  righteousness  depends  on  himself.  But  he  is 
not  made  righteous  (i.  e.,  is  not  justified),  so  far  as  his  right- 
eousness depends  on  the  authoritative  act  of  the  Judge.  Nor 
can  it  be  inferred  that  he  will  be  made  righteous  in  this  respect, 
without  assuming  the  justice  of  the  Judge  as  a  furtlier  premise. 
Nor  yet  can  we,  merely  from  the  true  predicate  of  righteous- 
ness of  the  subject  of  a  perfect  law  (vide  Phil.  lii.  9,  and  Bom. 
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ill.  22),  infer  his  obedience  to  law ;  since  he  may  be  said,  in  an 
important  sense,  to  have^  so  far  as  it  is  possible  in  the  nature  of 
things  he  should  have,  another  righteousness  than  his  own^  even 
that  which  the  apostle  so  earnestly  desired.  Nor  from  the  Jicstr 
ijication  of  the  subject  of  law  can  we  infer  his  personal  obedi- 
ence to  law ;  for  under  a  system  of  grace,  or  wickedly  under 
a  system  of  mere  law,  he  may  be  as  fully  justified  by  the  au- 
thoritative act  of  the  Judge,  though  disobedient,  as  were  he 
obedient  to  law. 

What  has  now  been  said  will  serve  to  show  that  important 
forensic  terms  must  be  greatly  modified  in  their  meaning  when 
referring  to  a  system  of  law  and  grace,  compared  with  that 
in  which  they  would  be  used  in  referring  to  a  system  of  mere 
law.  It  will  enable  us,  it  is  believed,  to  understand  with  more 
precision  than  is  usual,  the  scriptural  terms,  diKaiog  diKaloavvrj, 
dtKaicjfia^  diKaioo),  and  other  important  words  and  phrases,  as  em- 
ployed by  the  sacred  writers  in  diflFerent  connections,  and  thus 
greatly  aid  us  in  the  investigation  of  the  comprehensive  subject 
of  Justification,  as  an  act  of  God  in  relation  to  men  as  the 
subjects  of  his  Moral  Government.  I  now  proceed  as  I  pro- 
posed— 

2.  Briefly  to  state  and  examine  the  Koman  Catholic  doc- 
trine of  Justification. 

Tliis  doctrine  in  one  prominent  and  essential  element,  con- 
founds what  Protestants  regard  as  distinct  acts — that  of  Justifi- 
cation, and  that  of  Sanctification  ;  thus  representing  both  as  one 
and  the  same  act — \\\2ii  oi  making  j\ist^  ov  persoiiully  righteous. 
In  this  view,  the  Catholic  and  Protestant  forms  of  the  doctrine 
stand  opposed,  in  respect  to  the  very  nature  of  Justification. 
It  is  on  this  account  that  I  am  led  to  introduce  the  considera- 
tion of  the  Komish  doctrine  in  this  connection ;  and  though 
I  shall  present  it  with  some  particularity  and  fullness,  and 
notice  in  my  examination  some  of  its  particular  elements,  and 
hereafter  still  other  parts,  I  shall  now  confine  myself  chiefly 
to  the  inquiry,  whether  Justification  includes  Sanctification  ? 
This  I  do  now,  because  otherwise  the  way  is  not  well  pre- 
pared, in  my  view,  to  show  the  nature  of  this  act  as  pre- 
sented in  the  Scriptures.  There  is  also  a  strong  reason  for  no- 
ticing this  doctrine,  arising  from  its  prevalence  in  our  own 
country, — a  fact,  which,  imperiously  demands  a  more  thor- 
ough examination  and  exposure  of  its  errors,  than  it  has  hith- 
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erto  received.  If  the  scriptural  doctrine  of  Justification  is 
what  the  Reformers  pronounced  it — the  articulus  stantis  vd 
cadentis  ecclcsios^  why  are  not  Protestants  more  engrossed 
in  guarding  this  main  pillar  of  the  edifice,  than  in  conflicts 
among  themselves,  or  in  assailing  the  mere  scaffoldings  of 
Romanism?  It  is  pre-eminently  by  opening  the  batteries  of 
truth  on  the  strongholds  of  sin  through  the  doctrine  of  Justi- 
fication by  faith,  that  the  weapons  of  this  warfare  must  become 
mighty  through  God.  Besides,  it  is  my  conviction,  that  the 
broad  distinction  which  the  Scriptures  make  between  Justifi- 
cation and  Sanctification,  was  not  fully  unfolded  by  the  earlier 
Fathers  of  the  Church ;  and  that  even  modern  Protestants, 
though  some  of  them,  like  our  New  England  divines  and  the 
late  Dr.  Chalmers,  have  strenuously  insisted  on  a  broad  dis- 
tinction, have  failed  fully  to  exhibit  it,  through  the  want  of 
accurate  views  of  scriptural  Sanctification.  Into  this  part  of 
the  subject  however  I  cannot  here  enter.  What  I  propose  in 
respect  to  the  Romish  doctrine  of  Justification  is,  for  the 
reasons  given,  to  call  your  attention  to  the  subject  with  some 
increased  interest,  by  attempting  to  show,  though  imperfectly, 
how  entirely  groundless  it  is,  as  well  as  directly  opposed  to  the 
plainest  teachings  of  the  word  of  God. 

I  shall  attempt  in  the  first  place^  to  give  a  fair  and  just  state- 
ment of  this  doctrine ;  and  in  the  second  place^  to  show  how 
entirely  unscriptural  it  is  in  some  of  its  essential  parts  or 
elements. 

In  the  firet  place,  T  sJiall  cUt^mpt  to  give  a  fair  and  just  view 
of  the  Roinan  Catholic  doctrine  of  Jicstifi^ation, 

Here  I  am  not  led  back  to  those  scriptural  forms  of  contro- 
versy which  respect  chiefly,  not  to  say  wholly  the  ground  and 
condition  of  Justification,  rather  than  the  nature  of  the  act; 
for  the  sacred  writers  seem  ever  to  assume  that  in  respect  to 
this,  there  was  no  occasion  for  discussion.  Controversy  on  this 
part  of  the  subject  had  a  later  origin  than  in  the  time  of  the 
apostles.  To  find  its  commencement,  we  need  go  no  further 
back  than  the  rise  of  the  Romish  Church,  nor  much  beyond  the 
time  of  the  Reformation.  Even  the  early  controvereies  of  the 
first  Christian  Fathers  had  at  this  time  so  far  ceased,  and  their 
flagrant  errors  had  been  so  abandoned  and  modified,  tliat  we 
may  regard  the  question  concerning  the  nature  of  Justification, 
as  embodied  in  that  form  of  the  doctrine  in  which  the  Roman 
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Church  found  itself  confronted  by  Protestantism.  The  Council 
of  Trent  (1545-1563)  had  to  defend  the  doctrine  of  the  Catho- 
lic Church,  and  in  so  doing,  solemnly  to  sanction  to  a  great  ex- 
tent the  system  developed  by  the  more  eminent  scholastics  of 
the  preceding  period.  The  Canons  of  this  Council,  the  Cat- 
echismus  Romanus  based  upon  them,  and  the  views  of  many 
of  the  scholastic  divines,  as  explained  and  vindicated  by  Bel- 
krmine,  Vasquez,  and  others,  are  therefore  to  be  regarded  as 
the  true  symbols  of  the  Romish  Church. 

In  giving  a  statement  of  the  doctrine  of  Justification  which 
shall  shut  off  all  plausible  contradiction,  there  is  the  serious 
difficulty  which  arises  from  the  want  of  consistency  in  the  views 
and  statements  of  Roman  Catholic  authorities.  I  shall  be  care- 
ful however,  to  impute  nothing  to  them  which  they  do  not 
plainly  teach,  presuming  that  they  are  responsible  for  what 
they  assert  in  one  instance,  however  they  may  contradict  it  in 
another. 

This  doctrine  then,  as  I  understand  it  from  the  authorities 
now  referred  to,  comprises  two  parts,  which  some  have  called 
a  first  and  a  second  Justification.  The  fii*st  is  the  act  of  God 
infusing  into  the  soul  an  inherent  principle  of  grace  and  char- 
ity, i.  e.,  of  personal  holiness,  by  which,  original  sin  and  all 
habits  of  sin,  ai'e  extinguished.  This  Justification  is  by  faith 
with  baptism  as  its  condition,  and  is  called  Justification  by 
faith.  Of  this,  Christ  is  said  to  be  the  meritorious  cause.  The 
principle  of  grace  thus  infused  is  a  preparation  of  mind  for  re- 
ceiving a  habit  of  grace — gratmm  gratum  facientem — render- 
ing the  subject  acceptable  (not  accepted)  to  God.*  Tliis  is  a 
speculative  or  historical  faith,  which,  as  involving  submission  to 
the  authority  of  the  Church,  is  meritorious  /  and  as  attended 
with  contrition,  repentance,  and  love,  rendere  it  congruous  with 
the  wisdom  and  goodness  of  God  (what  the  schoolmen  call 
nieritum  de  congruo)  to  justify  the  believer.  Tliis  first  Justifi- 
cation is  said  to  be  that  of  which  Paul  so  fully  treats,  in  dis- 
tinction from  Justification  hy  works  oflaw,\  The  second  part 
of  Justification  is  a  consequence  of  the  first.     Of  this,  good 

^  Three  kinds  of  grace  are  spoken  of, — gratia  graJUs  dans,  gratia  gratis  data, 
and  gratia  graium  faciens ;  the  last  being  divided  into  gratia  operaru  and  gratia 
eo-operanty  prtEvmiena  and  eoncomitans.     (Hagenbach,  vol.  ii.  p.  49.) 

t  They  understand  by  works  qf  lawy  works  done  without  the  influence  of  the 
Hdy  Spirit. 


• 
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works,  proceeding  from  the  principle  of  grace  and  love,  espe- 
cially works  of  beneficence,  alms-giving,  and  presents  to  clois- 
ters and  chii relies,  are  \\iq  formal  ground  a)id procuring  cause. 
Tliey  are  meritorious ;  and  their  merit  consists  in  this,  that  the 
righteousness  is  increased  by  the  performance  of  good  works. 
Still  it  is  maintained  that  the  merits  of  men  will  not  throw 
those  of  Christ  into  the  shade ;  they  are  rather  themselves  the 
effects  of  the  merits  of  Christ,  and  serve  to  manifest  his  glory 
among  men.  It  is  also  said,  that  Justification  is  not  only  the 
remission  of  sins,  but  also  the  Sanctification  and  Kcnovatiou  of 
the  inner  man  by  the  voluntary  »usception  of  grace  and  gifts, 
whence  man  from  unrighteous  becomes  righteous,  and  from  an 
enemy  a  friend,  that  so  he  may  be  an  heir  of  eternal  life. 
It  is  further  said,  that  we  are  justified  by  faith,  because  faith 
is  the  ])eginning  and  foundation  of  human  salvation,  and  the 
root  {radix)  of  all  Justification  ;  but  that  if  any  say  that  the 
wicked  are  justified  iy  faith  oydy^  so  that  it  be  understood 
that  nothing  else  is  required  which  co-operates  to  obtain  the 
grace  of  Justification,  let  him  be  anathema.  By  this  two- 
fold Justification,  it  is  claimed  that  Paul  and  James  are  rec- 
onciled,— Paul  treating  of  the  first,  which  is  without  works, 
and  by  faith  only,  and  James  of  the  second,  which  is  by 
good  works;  both  the  first  and  the  second  being  necessary 
to  and  constituting  the  full  or  complete  Justification  of  the 
Gospel. 

Tliis  view  of  the  Komish  doctrine  of  Justification,  may  be 
further  unfolded  and  better  understood  by  adverting  to  some  of 
the  leading  topics  of  controversy  between  the  Catholics  and 
Protestants.  The  parties  agreed  in  speaking  of  Justification  as 
the  act  of  Ood;  but  differed  in  this, — that  the  Catholics  often 
confounded  JuMificaiion  with  Renovation  and  Sanctification ; 
maintaining  in  some  cases,  that  they  are  one  and  the  same 
thing,  the  act  of  making  subjectively  righteous,  and  in  other 
cases,  implying  and  plainly  affirming,  that  with  this  act  of  Grod 
is  included  another — that  of  the  remission  of  sins  and  receiving 
to  favor.  Protestants  on  the  contrary  maintained  a  broad  dis- 
tinction between  them,  insisting  that  Justification  is  aforemic 
tei^m^  denoting  the  act  of  God  as  Judge,  remitting  sin  and  re- 
ceiving the  guilty  to  favor  and  reward,  and  that  Kenovation 
and  Sanctification  denote  the  act  of  God  in  making  man  in  an 
imperfect  degree  subjectively  holy,  or  holy  in  heart.     Differ- 
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iug  thus  as  to  the  nature  of  Justification,  both  admitted  that  it 
is  hyfaith^  but  still  differed  widely  also  as  to  the  nature  of  this 
faith ;  the  Catholic  maintaining  that  it  is  merely  a  speculative 
or  historical  assent  or  faith,  which  exists  as  the  antecedent  and 
condition  of  God's  act  of  producing  the  principle  of  holiness  or 
grace  in  the  heart,  and  that  this  compound  state  of  faith  and 
principle  of  grace,  as  it  expels  sin,  and  is  connected  with  re- 
pentance and  love,  renders  us  so  far  acceptable^  though  not 
fully  accepUd^  of  God.  This  is  the  first  Justification,  but  not 
complete  Justification.  Tlie  second  is  the  consequence  of  the 
first,  the  proper  formal  cause  of  which  is  good  works  proceed- 
ing from  the  principle  of  grace  and  love.  Thus  the  good  works 
and  the  principle  from  which  they  proceed,  are  the  righteous- 
ness wherewith  believers  are  righteous  before  God,  and  deserve, 
by  the  merit  of  condignity,  eternal  life.  Tliis  is  complete 
Justification,  or  the  Justification  by  works  which  they  under- 
stand the  apostle  James  to  teach.  They  imagine  that  Paul,  in 
denying  Justification  by  deeds  or  works  of  law,  denies  only 
that  it  is  by  works  done  without  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Spirit, 
(Vide  Council  of  Trent,  Sess.  6.  chap.  10 ;  and  Davenant,  p.  348.) 
Protestants,  on  the  other  hand,  maintained  fhat  we  are  in  a 
^ni^eju^tifi^d  by  a  merely  speculative  faith,  but  by  thsit  faith 
which  they  characterize  as  uniting  us  to  Christ,  as  receiving, 
or  relying  on  and  embracing  his  righteousness — a  faith  which 
makes  us  one  with  Clirist  hy  a  mystical  union^  and  by  which 
the  righteousness  of  Christ  (of  God)  becomes  ours  by  Imputa- 
tion. They  maintain  that  this  faith  is  believing  with  the  heart, 
that  it  implies  the  Renovation  or  Regeneration,  repentance, 
personal  holiness,  though  in  an  imperfect  degree ;  and  by  this 
faith  only— per  fidevi  solam^  sed  non  perfidem  soUtariam — we 
are  justified  ; — that  no  other  grace,  duty,  or  work  can  be  asso- 
ciated with  it,  or  be  of  any  consideration  in  justifying  us;  that 
faith  does  not  derive  its  power  to  justify,  or  its  connection  with 
our  Justification,  as  being  itself  a  good  work,  or  by  the  love 
associated  with  it ;  that  it  is  not  the  formal  but  merely  the 
instruTnenial  cause  of  our  Justification,  and  that  the  righteous- 
ness of  Christ,  made  ours  by  Imputation  when  we  believe,  is 
the  form/d  caicse;*  and  that  there  is  no  proper  sense  of  the 


o  I  doubt  whether  either  Catholics  or  Protestants  always  use  the  phrase /ormoi 
anue  in  one  precise  meaning.    Sometimes,  the  Catholics  seem  to  mean  by  it,  the 
21  140 
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language  in  which  it  can  be  said,  that  a  man  is  justified  by 
works,  or  by  good  works.  Thus  they  maintain,  that  a  man  is 
justified  before  God — to  the  exchision  of  all  works  of  law,  and 
all  good  works — ^by  faith  only  as  the  instrumental  cause ;  and 
by  the  righteousness  of  Christ,  as  the  formal  cause.  Both  par- 
ties, with  the  modern  exception  of  some  of  our  New  England 
theologians,  seem  to  proceed  on  the  assumption  that  there  is 
and  must  be  a  perfect  righteousness  sustaining  all  the  relations 
to  our  Justification  under  grace,  which  our  own  perfect  right- 
eousness under  mere  law,  would  sustain.  That  Protestants  with 
the  exception  just  referred  to,  have  maintained  this  view  of 
what  they  call  the  righteousness  of  Christ,  more  properly,  if  we 
follow  the  apostle,  called  "  the  righteousness  of  Ood^^  I  need 
not  attempt  to  show.  The  Catholics  teach,  that  the  formal 
cause  of  our  Justification  is  our  own  inherent  righteousness; 
that  this  infused  habit  or  quality  of  righteousness  and  sanctity, 
by  its  own  nature,  renders  us  immaculate,  innocent,  accepted 
of  God,  and  worthy  {dignos)  of  eternal  life  ;  that  this  inherent 
righteousness  is  that  which  is  permanent,  produced  and  im- 
pressed by  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the  justified,  and  is  presumed  to 
be  in  those  who  cannot  work,  or  furnish  an  actual  righteous- 
ness, equally  in  infants  and  those  who  are  asleep,  as  in  adults 
who  are  awake.  According  to  Bellarmine,  this  habit  of  grace 
is  maintained  by  the  Tridentine  Fathers,  under  an  anathema, 
to  be  the  formal  cause  of  Justification.  He  maintains,  that  it 
is  so  perfect,  that  by  it  we  are  absolutely  righteous  (Jtistt)  and 
are  so  called,  and  though  it  is  imperfect  by  some  venial  admix- 
ture, and  needs  daily  remission,  yet  it  does  not  cease  to  be  true 
righteousness,  and  in  a  certain  sense  perfect.  It  is  true  that 
Vasquez,  another  Eomish  authority,  tells  us  that  the  doctors 
{pontificios)  are  not  agreed  whether  Justification  in  adults  is  Jy 
act  or  by  habit  as  to  form.*  Thus  though  nothing  seems  to  be 
settled  in  the  Romish  Church  in  respect  to  the  formal  cause  of 
Justification  as  consisting  in  acta  or  habitUj  yet  it  is  clearly 
maintained,  that  the  formal  cause  is  one  or  both,  and  sustains 
the  same  relation  to  Justification,  as  would  sinless  obedience 
under  a  system  of  mere  law.  Yet  they  obtrude  upon  Protestants 

constituting  cause  of  Justification ;  at  other  times  both  evidently  mean  the  same 
determining  or  procuring  cfkxiw  which  sinless  obedience  on  our  part  would  be  un- 
der a  merely  legal  system,  which  is  impoasible. 
o  Tide  Davenant  on  Justification,  p.  846|  199. 
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this  formal  cause  of  Justification,  which  they  themselves  ad- 
mit to  be  undecided  as  a  matter  of  divine  faith.* 

Here  I  might  show  in  detail,  how  entirely  gi-atuitous  and 
absurd  it  is,  in  its  sevcial  parts,  and  how  impossible  therefore 
that  it  should  be  true, — I  might  show,  as  I  have  done,  that 
there  is  no  such  thing  as  original  sin  in  the  sense  intended ; 
that  is,  that  there  is  no  such  thing  in  man  as  a  created  or  prop- 
agated property  of  the  mind,  which  is  sin ;  nor  any  original  sin 
by  the  Imputation  of  Adam's  first  sin  to  his  posterity ;  nor  any 
3ther  original  sin,  or  any  thing  which  can  be  called  such,  ex- 
cept "  the  transgression  of  the  law  "  by  him  whose  sin  it  is,  as 
liis  own  act,  done  in  his  own  person.  Of  course  there  is  no 
such  thing,  in  the  sense  intended,  as  original  sin  which  is  ex- 
fcingnished  by  a  principle  of  grace  and  charity.  Nor  can  any 
5in  in  the  mind  or  heart  of  man,  in  the  nature  of  things,  be 
BXtinguished  by  a  principle  of  grace  and  charity ;  for  the  sin 
in  the  mind  must  cease,  before  the  principle  of  grace  and 
charity  can  exist,  and  therefore  the  latter,  though  it  may  fol- 
low and  thus  exclude,  can  never  destroy  or  extinguish,  the 
former.  Nor  can  any  principle  of  grace  and  charity  (i.  e.,  of 
boly  love)  be  infused  into  the  mind  prior  to  or  distinct  from 
the  love  itself;  for  this,  though  the  eflFect  of  divine  grace,  is  the 
yvXj  holy  or  morally  right  principle.  Nor  can  the  supposed 
principle  of  grace  and  love,  nor  the  extinction  of  original  sin, 
being  in  the  nature  of  tilings  incapable  of  existence,  be  caused 
5r  produced  hy  faith  /  and  of  course,  there  can  be  no  Justificor 
tion,  as  an  act  of  God  producing  things  which  are  not,  and 
which  cannot  be.  Nor  can  things  which  are  not  and  cannot 
be,  constitute  a  subjective  state  of  Justification,  of  which  the 
obedience  of  Christ  is  the  meritorious  cause.  Nor  can  things 
vehich  are  not  and  cannot  be,  result  in  a  preparation  of  mind 
for  receiving  a  habit  of  grace ;  nor  can  any  habit  of  grace  re- 
sult from  them,  rendering  us  acceptable  to  God ;  for,  how  can 
aotliing  produce  something?  Or  if  it  be  said,  that  the  so-called 
principle  of  grace  and  charity  is  itself  holy  few,  how  can  it 
be  hy  faith^  when  it  is  also  alleged  that  this  faith  is  attended 
with  contrition,  repentance,  and  love  ?   How  can  an  antecedent 

^  For  the  foregoing  view  of  the  Romish  doctrine  of  Justification,  I  refer  to  the 
[)ecree8  of  the  Council  of  Trent ;  to  Hagenbach's  Hist,  of  Doctrine,  vol.  ii.  pp.  39, 
S9,  63,  189, 191,  267,  268 ;  to  Bishop  Davenant  on  Justification,  and  to  Owen  on 
Justification,  &c. 
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cause  or  condition  be  truly  said  to  be  attended  with  its  conse- 
quent or  effect,  especially  when  the  two  are  things  so  distinct 
that  they  do  not  constitute  one  thing  ?  K  they  actually  co- 
exist, as  alleged  in  the  present  case,  then  why  is  not  the  love 
the  cause  or  condition  of  the  faith,  as  well  as^  the  faith  the 
cause  or  condition  of  the  love?  Besides,  as  we  shall  pres- 
ently see,  the  faith  described  often  exists  without  love,  and 
therefore  does  not  imply  or  involve  its  existence.  And  further : 
what  are  these  two  Justifications?  The  first  is  the  act  or  oper- 
ation of  God,  producing  in  man  the  specified  effect  of  personal 
holiness, — and  in  this  sense  justifying  or  making  just, — and 
thus  rendering  it  consistent  with  the  wisdom  and  goodness  of 
God  to  justify  the  believer.  Here  then  are  already  two  Just- 
ifications spoken  of,  one  which  is  Sanctification,  conditioned 
on  faith,  and  another  on  this  personal  holiness,  or  Sanctifica- 
tion ; — a  first  Justification,  which  is  Sanctification,  or  the  act 
of  making  the  subject  personally  holy ;  and  a  second y  which 
being  by  the  first  and  its  effect,  is  rendered  congruous  with  the 
wisdom  and  goodness  of  God  !  And  now  what  is  this  second 
Justification,  if  not  an  act  of  God  making  the  subject  to  stand 
right  in  relation  to  the  sanctions  of  law,  or  acquitting  the  sub- 
ject of  sin  and  accepting  him  as  righteous?  What  else  can  it 
be  imagined  to  be  ?  And  if  it  is  this,  and  simply  this  authori- 
tative act  of  God — the  act  of  accepting  the  subject — then  how 
can  this  act  of  acceptiny  be  the  same  as  tliat  which  by  its  effect 
only  makes  him  acceptable  f  But  then  again :  besides  these 
two  acts  of  Justification,  which  are  so  palpably  different,  we 
have  another  second  act  of  Justification,  of  which  meritorious 
good  works,  consequent  on  all  that  has  preceded,  are  the  formal 
ground  and  procuring  cause.  These  two  Justifications,  or 
ratlier  these  three,  to  say  nothing  of  any  more,  constitute  com- 
plete Justification.  What  is  this?  Not  the  act  of  God  making 
the  subject  personally  and  subjectively  holy  or  righteous  or 
just;  for  this  act  with  its  effect  has  already  taken  place,  and 
constitutes  the  fii^st  Justification — which  is  not  a  complete  Just- 
ification— a  thing  which  it  is  not.  And  yet  this  Justification 
which  is  not  a  Justification,  is  part  and  parcel  of  another.  But 
what  is  complete  Justification  ?  Not  good  works,  nor  yet  the 
act  of  God  secm'ing  good  works ;  but  an  act  of  God  consequent 
on  all  these  antecedents,  and  which  therefore  is  not  and  cannot 
be  any  of  them  nor  all  of  them  together.     Wha:  then  is  it  but 
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a  fourth  Justification? — and  what  is  this,  but  an*  act  of  God 
acquitting  the  subject  of  the  penalty  of  sin,  and  accepting  him 
as  righteous  ?  What  else  can  it  be  ?  What  else  can  it  be  con- 
ceived to  be?  And  what  is  all  this  but  denying,  and  then  con- 
ceding and  maintaining,  that  Justification  is  an  act  of  God 
placing  the  subject  right  in  relation  to  the  sanctions  of  his  law  ? 
I  ask,  whether  saying  that  Justification  is  one  thing  and  not  an- 
other, and  then  asserting  it  to  be  the  latter, — whether  confound- 
ing things  that  diflfer,  causes  with  effects,  antecedentfi  with  con- 
sequentis,  in  a  medley  of  contradictions  and  absurdities,  is  the 
scripturcU  doctrine  of  Justification  ? 

Without  however  dwelling  longer  on  these  and  other  absur- 
dities so  plainly  involved  in  the  Romish  doctrine  of  Justifica- 
tion, there  ai-e  some  things  so  prominent  and  so  much  insisted 
on  in  the  authorized  statements  of  it^  that  they  must  be  regard- 
ed as  its  grand  and  peculiar  elements.  Among  these  the  fol- 
lowing at  least  must  be  included  : — 1.  That  a  merely  specular 
tive  assent  or  histarieal  belief  in  Christianity  is  a  mentorious 
conditioTi  of  Justif<^<Uion,  2.  That  Justification  essentially 
consists  of  or  includes  Sanctifcatiotij  or  the  infusion  of  aiyrin- 
dple  of  holiness  or  hahit  of  grace  i  and,  3.  That  works  done 
from  this  principle  are  meritorious^  and  necessary  to  a  complete 
Justification, 

This  last  proposition  respects  the  ground  or  condition  of  Just- 
ification rather  than  its  nature,  and  will  therefore  be  examined 
in  another  connection  hereafter.  I  say  it  respects  the  ground 
or  condition  of  Justification,  for  this  second  part  of  Justifica- 
tion presupposes  the  first — the  infusion  of  a  principle  of  holiness 
and  the  performance  of  good  works  as  antecedent  and  neces- 
sary to  it.  The  word  Justification  in  this  connection  must  be 
used  as  we  have  intimated  above,  if  used  in  the  Protestant 
meaning ;  i.  e.,  to  denote  an  authoritative  act  of  God  determin- 
ing the  subject  of  his  law  to  stand  right  in  relation  to  its  sanc- 
tions. Whether  good  works,  or  works  done  from  morally  right 
principle,  are  a  meritr/tnaus  condition  or  ground  of  Justification 
in  this  sense  of  it,  will  therefore  be  more  properly  considered 
when  we  come  to  inquire  what  the  scriptural  ground  or  condi- 
tion of  Justification  is. 

Without  proposing  fully  to  examine  these  propositions,  I 
shall  as  briefly  as  may  be,  attempt  to  show  how  entirely  un 
scriptural  they  are.    I  remark  then — 
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(1.)  TTi^it  a  merely  speculative  or  hidoncal  faith  h  n<d  tli^ 
oandition  of  Ju^tijioation.    That  the  Scriptures  strongly  dis- 
tinguish a  merely  intellectual  assent  or  historical  belief  in  th^- 
Gospel  from  believing  with  the  heart,  is  plainly  conceded  in  tht^ 
very  statement  of  the  doctrine  now  opposed ;  for  it  exl*ibit&- 
fdith  as  the  condition,  and  of  course  as  the  antecedent  of  tli^^ 
principle   of  grace   infused.     It  is  therefore  a  kind  of  faith, 
which  is  prior  to  a  right  act  or  state  of  the  heart.     But  hovr 
plainly  and  abundantly  do  the  Scriptures  teach  that  man  i 
not  justified  by  such  a  faith  1     Tlius  John  tells  us,  that  "  amon 
the  chief  rulers  many  believed  on  him,  but  because  of  th 
Pharisees  they  did  not  confess  him,  lest  they  should  be  putiz" 

out  of  the  synagogue."     (John  xii.  42 ;  and  compare  Mark  viii 

38.  Vide  John  ii.  23 ;  Luke  xviii.  13 ;  Acts  viii.  13.)  Wer^^ 
these  more  justified?  Or  were  tJiey  of  those  who  deny  Chris 
and  whom  Christ  will  deny  i  "  With  the  lieart,^  says  Paul 
"  man  believeth  unto  righteousness"  (Romans  x.  10). 
again :  ''  For  in  Christ  Jesus,  neither  circumcision  availetW 
any  thing  nor  uncircumcision,  but  faith  which  worketh  by 
love"  (Gal.  v.  6.)  Jude  calls  it  ''your  most  holy  faith"  (Jude 
verse  20).  How  explicit  is  the  apostle  James  in  showin 
that  there  is  a  faith  which  is  to  no  profit ;  a  faith  only^  which 
has  no  heart,  no  love,  no  principle,  or  spirit  of  obediencc^  -* 
in  it.  lie  denounces  it  as  a  dead  faith,  KoO'iavrrjv^  according-^S 
to  itself,  its  very  nature.  He  compares  itj  the  faith  itself, 
to  the  body  without  the  6])irit.  He  ascribes  it  to  infernal  spir- 
its. "Tlie  devils  also  believed  and  trembled."  Surely  such  a 
faith, — a  faith  which  they  who  refuse  to  confess,  and  who  there- 
fore deny  Christ  before  men,  may  possess ;  a  faith  which  neces- 
sarily implies  an  unholy  heart ;  a  heart  without  love ;  a  faith 
which  devils  possess, — instead  of  being  the  means  or  condition 
of  Justification  in  any  sense,  must  leave  the  sinner  still  under 
the  power  and  condemnation  of  sin.  I  admit  that  an  intel- 
lectual belief  is  necessary,  as  is  also  the  truth  to  be  believed, 
or  a  7nind  to  believe,  to  a  change  of  heart  or  to  a  principle 
of  holiness  in  man  tlirough  grace.  But  the  question  now  is, 
whether  such  a  faith  is  certainly  connected  with  this  moral 
change  in  all  cases ;  or  has  by  promise  connected  with  it  the 
infusion  of  a  principle  of  grace  or  holy  love?  Tliis,  we  have 
Been,  tlie  Scriptures  plainly  deny.  Nor  is  this  all.  John  ex- 
pressly asserts  that  true  or  saving  faith^  instead  of  an  antece- 
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dent  is  a  consequent  of  Regeneration,  or  of  what  the  Roman- 
ist calls  a  principle  of  grace.  "Whosoever  believeth  that 
Jesus  is  the  Christ  {yeyewtp-cu  kn  rov  deov\  is  born  of  God." 
(1  John  V.  1.  Compare  Acts  viii.  37,  and  Rom.  x.  10.)  I  am 
aware  that  it  is  maintained,  "  that  the  faith  by  which  a  man  is 
justified  is  attended  with  contrition,  and  repentance,  and  love." 
But  is  this  true  of  all  that  can  be  properly  called /atVA  /  How 
can  that  faith  which  is  the  antecedent  condition  of  personal 
holiness,  i.  e.,  of  contrition,  repentance,  and  love — a  principle 
of  grace  be  attended  with  its  consequent,  except  indeed  as  a 
cause  in  loose  language  may  be  said  to  be  attended^  i.  e.,  folr 
lowed^  with  its  eflFect,  and  is  distinct  from  it,  as  every  cause  is 
from  its  effect?  How  can  this  be  said  in  all  cases  of  what  is 
properly  called  faith  ?  Was  the  faith  of  some  of  the  Jewish 
rulers,  who  believed  and  refused  to  confess  Christ,  attended 
with  these  Christian  graces  ?  Is  it  true  of  the  dead  faith  which 
James  describes,  or  of  the  faith  of  devils,  that  it  is  attended 
with  contrition,  repentance,  and  love?  Can  there  be  repent- 
ance, or  contrition,  or  love,  without  Regeneration,  or  a  change 
of  heart?  As  to  repentance  or  contrition,  it  is  itself  a  change 
of  heart,  a  principle  of  holiness  or  grace.  As  to  love,  the  apos- 
tle says,  "  Love  is  of  God,  and  every  one  that  loveth  (his 
brother)  is  bom  of  God"  (1  John  iv.  7).  How  could  the  Ro- 
mish doctrine  of  Jti8tifi<^cUion^  in  one  essential  element,  be 
more  plainly  contradicted  by  Divine  authority  than  it  is? 
And  yet  this  error  in  some  form,— the  error  of  making  some- 
thing  on  the  part  of  sinful  man  the  sure  means  or  condition 
of  Regeneration,  or  of  that  moral  change  for  which  man  is 
dependent  on  the  Spirit  of  God, — the  error  of  making  some- 
thing prior  to  personal  holiness,  the  condition  of  personal  holi- 
ness— something  which  will  secure  converting  grace,  some- 
thing done  without  grace,  the  sure  antecedent  and  condition  of 
Regeneration,  Sanctification,  Justification,  and  thus  of  final 
salvation, — ^has^  in  my  view,  been  one  of  the  most  common  and 
worst  errors  of  the  Church  of  God.  It  has  marred  and  cor- 
rupted, if  not  Protestant  creeds,  much  Protestant  theology — 
not  to  say  nearly  all  Protestant  preaching ;  while  it  may  be  re- 
garded in  its  various  forms  of  exliibition,  as  the  grand  compre- 
hensive error  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church.  The  specific 
form  of  this  error,  which  connects  with  a  mere  speculative 
f.;ith  on  the  part  of  man  what  the  Scriptures  call  Justification^ 


328  JUSTIFICATION. 

or,  as  its  advocates  explain  it,  a  principle  of  grace  and  holiness, 
is  plainly  nothing  less  than  changing  and  thus  falsifying  the 
very  terms  of  salvation  which  God  has  revealed  and  fixed  be- 
yond all  change.     I  remark — 

(2.)  That  scnptural  Justification  does  not  consist  of^  nor  in- 
dude^  the  infim/m  of  a  principle  of  holiness  or  hahit  of  grace. 
That  scriptural  Justification  does  not  consist  of  the  infusion 
of  personal  holiness,  though  the  contraiy  is  often  asserted  by 
some  prominent  Papists,  has  been  conceded  by  others.  Thus 
Naclantus  says^  "  that  to  some  there  appears  to  be  an  inconsist- 
ency between  the  theological  teachers  and  the  sacred  Scrip- 
tures, inasmuch  as  the  former  maintain  that  to  justify  is  to  make 
(subjectively)  righteous^  and  the  latter,  that  it  is  to  pronounce 
righteous."  He  adds  that  this  is  not  so,  and  confesses  that 
'*  the  forejm<i  signification  of  the  word  is  more  familiar  and 
more  obvious  in  the  Scriptures  than  the  other;"  although  he 
still  maintains,  "  that  the  faithful  are  not  only  pronounced,  but 
constituted  righteous  before  God."  Now  what  is  this  but  a 
full  concession,  that  the  act  of  God  in  justifying  men,  as  more 
familiarly  and  obviously  exhibited  in  the  Scriptures,  is  a  foren- 
sic act  ?  What  if  it  be  also  true,  that  believers  are  sanctified 
by  another  act  of  God,  or  constituted  righteous  by  Imputation, 
or  in  any  mode,  as  the  ground  of  the  forensic  act,  or  as  in  some 
way  connected  with  the  forensic  act,  neither  of  these  acts  is  the 
forensic  act  itself;  nor  does  the  forensic  meaning  oi  jitstify 
cease  to  be  obvious  in  the  Scriptures.  And  what  is  more, 
nothing  appears  to  show  that  the  forensic  meaning  so  familiar 
and  obvious,  is  not  tlie  only  scriptural  meaning  of  the  word. 
What  is  this  view  of  the  subject,  but  plainly  mistaking  the 
ground  of  Justification  for  the  act  itself? 

Again:  it  is  maintained  by  Papistical  writers,  that  their 
view  of  Justification  as  including  a  principle  of  holiness,  de- 
rives decisive  confirmation  from  the  two  words  of  which  the 
Latin  word  is  Qom\>om\(}iQA—jiistumfacere  ;  as  if  these  words 
could  have  no  otlier  sense  than  to  make  subjectively  righteous^ 
or  to  make  one  the  subject  of  personal  holiness.  It  happens 
however,  that  the  Latin  words  justifico  eLudjiistiJicatio  are  not 
to  be  found  in  any  classic  writer,  and  probably  have  no  higher 
authority  than  TertuUian  or  some  other  Latin  Father,  who 
coined  the  Latin  word  to  express  a  scriptural  idea  which  was 
wholly  unknown  in  heathen  use, — ^that  of  justifying  in  any 
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sense  a  disobedient  subject  of  law.    But  especially,  the  idea 
of  infusing  a  principle  of  grace  or  holiness  into  the  mind  of 
man,  and  thus  changing  his  moral  character,  is  unknown  in 
any  language,  except  so  far  as  the  idea  has  been  derived  from 
revelation.     From  the  very  nature  of  the  case  therefore,  this 
idea  or  meaning  of  facere  jtcskcm  were  impossible  in  classic 
Latin,  and  the  word  justifico  or  justijicatio  could  not  be  used 
by  any  good  author  in  the  supposed  meaning.     Tlie  idea  de- 
noted by  this  modem  Latin  word,  would  be  expressed  in  classic 
Latin,  by  aliquem  a  culpa  liherare^  or  innocentem,  pt'onuntiare^ 
an  idea  or  a  conception  of  an  act  which  one  man  in  the  capac- 
ity of  a  judge  can  perform  in  respect  to  another,  and  whose 
effect  in  respect  to  the  latter  is  such  as  can  in  the  nature  of 
things  be  thus  produced.     But  the  effect  of  such  an  act  can- 
not be  conceived  to  be  either  in  the  nature  or  the  moral  char- 
acter of  the  subject.     How  is  it  possible  to  suppose  that  this 
as  a  mere  word,  which,  de  usu^  is  applicable  alike  to  an  act 
of  man  as  well  as  to  an  act  of  God,  can  denote  tlie  making 
one  subjectively  holy?     Can  man,  as  well  as  God,  renew  and 
mnctify  the  heart  of  his  fellow-man  ?    Wliat  then  can  it  be, 
except  an  act  of  jurisdiction^  prerogative^  or  authority^  mak- 
ing, determining,  or  causing  some  effect,  which  in  the  nature  of 
things  depends  on  such  an  act  ?    To  explain  somewhat  further : 
There  is  an  obvious  difference  in  many  cases  between  the  ah- 
Bolute  existence  of  a  fact  and  its  relative  existence,  or  its  exist- 
ence in  relation  to  those  who  are  to  regard  it,  and  act  upon  it, 
as  a  fact.     Tlius  to  verify  a  fact  by  testimony,  does  not  give 
absolute  but  relative  existence  to  the  fact, — makes  or  deter- 
mines it  to  be  a  fact  in  relation  to  those  who  are  to  act  upon 
it  as  a  fact.    Thus  property,  the  ownership  of  which  is  liti- 
gated in  court,  may  or  may  not  in  truth  or  in  fact  belong  to 
him  who  has  it  not  in  possession ;  and  yet  the  authoritative 
decision  of  the  judge  makes  it  his  in  an  important  sense  in 
"which  it  was  not  before,  that  is,  relatively  to  the  possession 
and  use  of  it.     So,  justum  facere^  to  justify^  under  a  system 
of  law  does  not  give  absolute  but  relative  existence  to  the 
righteousness  of  one  justified — an  existence  to   be  regarded 
and  acted  upon  as  real ; — decides  that  he  is  to  be  treated  as 
righteous. 

Without  here  more  particularly  unfolding  the  nature  of 
the  act  of  Justification  and  its  effect,  what  I  have  now  said 
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is  sufficient  to  show  in  one  respect  what  the  act  is  not,  and 
what  its  effect  is  not, — in  other  words,  to  show,  so  far  as  the 
etymology  of  the  word  is  concerned,  that  the  act  of  Justifica- 
tion is  not  that  of  making  another  subjectively  righteous,  or 
pei-sonally  lioly  in  moral  character.  Indeed,  the  act,  as  de- 
scribed by  the  Latin  words  of  which  the  word  justify  is  com- 
pounded, is  from  the  very  nature  of  the  case,  one  in  which  the 
subjective  character  of  the  object  of  the  act  is,  and  must  be 
presupposed,  jiscertained,  and  proceeded  upon,  as  the  basis 
and  warrant  of  the  act.  Nor  is  this  all.  The  advocates  of 
the  doctrine  now  opposed,  have  in  their  very  statement  of 
it,  distinctly  and  expressly  maintained  all  that  I  now  assert. 
Thus,  they  tell  us,  that  by  faith,  a  principle  or  habit  of  grace 
and  love  is  infused  into  the  mind  of  the  believer,  and  that  this 
faith,  attended  with  contrition  and  love,  renders  him  CLCceptoibU 
to  God,  or  renders  it  congruous  with  the  wisdom  and  goodness 
of  God  to  justify  the  believer  I  Now  in  all  this,  tlie  act  of 
God  and  its  effect  on  the  subject  in  personal  holiness  is  de- 
scribed, but  still  it  is  not  the  act  of  Justification ;  for  it  is  an 
act  of  God,  which  by  its  effects  in  personal  character,  only 
renders  the  subject  acceptdbU  to  God,  and  prepares  the  way 
for  tlie  act  of  ctcceptmg  him  as  righteous^  i.  e.,  for  the  act  of 
Justijication.  So  we  are  told  that  good  works  proceeding  from 
the  principle  of  grace  and  love,  are  the  formal  ground  and  pro- 
curing cause  of  the  second  Justification, — are  the  righteousness 
with  which  the  believer  secui*es  complete  Justification  before 
God.  Wliat  then,  according  to  this  scheme,  is  Justification  ^ 
what,  viewed  either  as  a  first  or  a  second,  or  a  complete  Justi- 
fication ;  what  but  an  act  of  God,  consequent  on  the  personal 
holiness  or  character  of  the  object  of  the  act?  Surely,  the  act 
of  God  by  which,  or  by  the  effects  of  which,  he  merely  pre- 
pares the  believer  to  h^justifi^^  or  for  the  act  of  Justification, 
is  not  the  act  of  Justification  itself. 

Further :  neither  the  Hebrew  nor  Greek  word  properly  ren- 
dered by  the  word  justify  in  our  English  version,  ever  denotes 
or  includes  the  act  or  operation  of  God  by  his  Holy  Spirit  pro- 
ducing in  man  subjective  holiness.  That  the  Scriptures  teach 
this  doctrine  of  Sanctification,  as  described  in  these  general 
terms,  I  have  already  attempted  to  prove.  This  is  also  abun- 
dantly admitted  and  maintained  by  both  Papists  and  Protest- 
ants.    If  the  views  which  I  have  given  of  this  work  of  the 
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Holy  Spirit,  and  of  the  nature  of  the  change  in  man  produced 
by  it,  be  scriptural,  then  it  is  not  too  much  to  say,  that  the 
views  of  this  act  or  work  of  God,  and  of  its  eflect  in  man, 
maintained  and  inculcated  by  both  Papists  and  Protestants, 
at  least  with   exceptions  which    need    not   be    noticed,   are 
neither  scriptural  nor  true.     According  to  both,  it  consists  in 
producing  some  change,  even  some  so-called  moral  change, 
diverse  from   the   use   of  his  moral  powers  in   right  moral 
action ;  some  moral  change  anterior  to,  and  distinct  fi-om,  the 
act  or  exercise  of  supreme  love  to  God,  or  of  an  elective  pref- 
erence of  God.     But  if  the  view  which  both  Papists  and  Prot- 
estants maintain  is  unscriptural  and  false,  then  it  is  not  incul- 
cated in  the  use  of  any  scriptural  term  or  language,  either 
Hebrew  or  Greek.     And  further  still,  the  scriptural  idea  or 
conception  of  the  work  of  God  in  producing  holiness  in  the 
human  heart — in   other  words,  what  is  commonly  called  the 
doctrine  of  Regeneration  or  Sanctification — was  certainly  un- 
known to  the  heathen  nations,  and  of  course  cannot  be  found  in 
their  languages, — a  fact  which  sliows  how  vain  must  be  every 
attempt  to  find  a  word  either  in  classic  Greek  or  Latin  which 
8hall  express  the  Romish  doctrine  of  Justification.     Nor  is 
this  all.     It  can  scarcely  be  pretended  that  the  idea  or  concep- 
tion of  the  work  of  God  in  Renovation  or  Sanctification,  was 
imparted  to  men  in  the  Hebrew  language  until  the  time  of 
J)avid   and   the  later  prophets.     Prior  to  this  however,  the 
Hebrew  wonl  rendered  by  the  Greek  word  StKcudco  in  the  Sep- 
tuagint,  and  by  the  English  word  justify  in  our  version,  is 
obviously  a  familiar  term  with  a  definite  and  fixed  meaning, 
'which   excludes  that  given  it  by  the  Romanists.     There  is 
nothing  therefore   in  God's  revelation,  throughout  the  patri- 
archal or  Mosaic  dispensations,  which  authorizes  the  doctrine 
or  the  idea  of  the  work  of  God's  Spirit  in  producing  holiness 
in  the  human  heart,  as  it  is  taught  in  the  time  of  David  and 
of  the  later  prophets.    Nor  is  it  taught  at  this   period  in 
«iny  such  particular  form  as  that  in  which  it  is  revealed  in 
the  New  Testament,  especially  by  the  apostles.     That  there  are' 
Bome  passages  in  the  Old  Testament  which  ascribe  the  change 
in  man's  moral  character  from  sin  to  holiness  to  the  supernatu- 
ral interposition  of  God,  is  in  my  view  undeniable.     Still  1  find 
nothing  in  these  passages  which  necessarily  teaches  any  thing 
beyond  that  supernatural  intei*position  and  influence  of  God, 
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wliicli  consists  in  the  revelation  of  truth  in  a  coui-se  of  mirac- 
ulous manifestation  and  confirmation  of  its  divine  authority, 
and  iu  tliis  way,  or  by  these  means,  becomes  the  autlior  of 
this  moral  change  in  man ;  nothing,  which  like  some  passages 
in  the  New  Testament  in  the  form  of  expUoit  and  absolute  nefja- 
Horij  assert  the  vanity  and  inefficacy  of  even  the  fullest  revela- 
tion and  'exhibition  of  truth  in  this  moral  change,  without 
another  and  a  further  influence  from  God.  So  far  from  this, 
there  is  not  the  slightest  evidence  that  the  New  Testament  doc- 
trine of  Renovation  or  Sanctification  was,  up  to  the  time  we 
have  specified,  ever  revealed  to  the  human  mind,  or  ever 
thought  of  by  man.  At  the  same  time,  the  proof  is  decisive, 
that  the  Hebrew  word  rendered  SikcuSg)  by  the  Seventy,  and 
justify  by  our  translators,  had  not  such  a  meaning,  since  it  was 
applied  in  a  general  and  common  meaning  to  the  act  of  God 
and  the  act  of  man  as  a  judge.  It  is  therefore  plainly  impossi- 
ble that  the  Ilebrew  word  should  ever  have  been  used  to  de- 
note or  to  include,  i.  e.,  to  express  the  idea  of  the  act  of  God 
in  Renovation  or  Sanctification,  as  this  act  is  unfolded  in  the 
New  Testament,  or  as  it  is  believed  by  either  Papists  and  Prot- 
estants. How  utterly  incredible  it  is,  that  our  English  word 
justify^  applied  as  it  is  to  denote  the  act  of  a  civil  tribunal  or 
judge  in  relation  to  a  subject  of  law,  should  ever  be  used  to 
denote  some  act  or  influence  of  a  judge  in  producing  the 
repentance  or  renovation  of  a  culprit,  when  such  an  act  was 
unknown  and  unthought  of,  or  if  thought  of,  utterly  disbe- 
lieved !  For  the  same  reason,  such  a  meaning  of  the  Hebrew 
pns.  and  the  Greek  dtKaido)^  applied  to  an  act  of  God,  must 
from  the  time  of  man's  apostasy  to  the  time  of  the  apos- 
tles, or  at  least  to  the  time  of  David,  be  regarded  as  wholly 
impossible  and  incredible.  How  the  Hebrew  or  Greek  word 
ever  acquired  such  a  meaning,  or  that  it  ever  did  or  ever 
could,  has  not  been  shown,  nor  could  it  be ;  for  the  fact  is  one 
which,  in  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  could  not  exist,  and 
rii'jrefore  cannot  be  proved. 

Again :  no  passage  of  Scripture  is  or  can  be  adduced,  for 
which  such  a  meaning  as  that  now  opposed,  can  be  claimed 
with  the  slightest  plausibility.  To  be  satisfied  of  this,  we  need 
onlv  refer  to  some  in  which  the  word  occurs.  Luke  x.  29 : 
"  He  willing  to  justify  himself."  Does  this  mean  willing  to 
sanctify  himself?    Luke  xvi.  15:  "Ye  are  they  which  jus- 
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tify  yourselves."  Does  this  mean  ye  are  they  which  sanctify 
yourselves?  Matt.  xii.  37:  "For  by  thy  words  thou  shalt 
\ie  justified^  and  by  thy  words  thou  shalt  be  condemned."  If 
[vstified  here  means  sanctified  or  made  siibjectively  holy^  then 
jondemn^d^  its  opposite,  means  made  siibjectively  wiched.  Are 
juch  to  be  the  results  of  words  on  the  judgment-day?  Prov. 
cvii.  15 :  "  He  that  justifieth  the  wicked,  and  he  that  con- 
iemneth  the  righteous,  even  they  both  are  an  abomination 
X)  the  Lord."  Shall  we  then  suppose  that  one  who  should 
nake  the  wicked  inherently  righteous,  would  be  an  abomina- 
ion  to  the  Lord  ?  Rom.  ii.  13 :  "  The  doers  of  the  law  sliall 
^e  justifiiidy  One  would  suppose  such  to  be  subjectively 
loly  or  righteous  already  without  Justification.  Rom.  iii.  20 : 
^  Therefore  by  the  deeds  of  the  law  there  shall  no  flesh  be 
justitied  in  his  sight."  Does  this  mean  that  by  perfect  sin- 
.688  obedience  to  the  law ;  or,  according  to  Catholic  interpre- 
;ation,  that  by  mere  external  conformity  to  the  law,  none 
jhall  be  made  subjectively  holy  by  the  Holy  Spirit?  Rom. 
V.  2:  "If  Abraham  were  justified  by  works,  he  hath  whereof 
o  glory."  Does  this  mean,  that  if  he  were  made  subjectively 
loly  by  the  grace  of  the  Divine  Spirit,  or  as  Catholics  must 
nterpret,  sanctified  hy  mei'ely  eternal  works,  he  hath  whereof 
;o  glory?  Here  I  might  refer  to  numerous  other  passages  to 
ibow  how  groundless  is  tlie  supposition,  that  to  justify  means 
'o  sanctify ;  but  a  few  will  suflSce.  And  firet,  to  those  in 
i^hich  Justification  is  said  to  be  not  by  works  of  law,  and  is 
^d  to  be  iy  faith.  In  all  these,  one  and  the  same  thing  is  said 
%ot  to  be  by  works  of  law,  which  is  said  to  he  by  faith.  Unless 
;ben  we  understand  the  former  to  assert  the  inept  and  nonsen- 
lical  proposition  that  none  are  sanctified  by  perfect  obedience 
:o  law,  we  cannot  understand  the  latter  to  teach  that  we  are 
janctitied  by  faith,  or  that  we  are  sanctified  at  all. 

In  another  class  of  passages.  Justification  is  clearly  shown  to 
38  the  opposite  of  condemnation  (Isa.  i.  8,  9 ;  Prov.  xvii.  15 ; 
Elom.  V.  18,  and  viii.  33,  34).  If  then  Justification  is  or  in- 
cludes Sanctification,  or  the  infusion  of  inherent  righteousness 
by  the  Holy  Spirit,  then  its  opposite,  condemnation  denotes  the 
infusion  of  inherent  wickedness  by  the  Holy  Spirit.  If  this, 
revolting  and  false  as  it  is,  be  not  the  meaning  of  condemnor 
tionj  then  Justification  cannot  denote  or  imply  Sanctification. 

In  another  class  of  texts,  great  prominence  is  given  to  the 
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act  of  God  called  the  forgiveness  of  sin.  "We  are  tanght  to  pray 
that  he  would  forgive  our  trespasses  as  we  forgive  those  who 
trespass  against  us.  (Vide  also  Mark,  iii.  29.)  Does  this  act 
of  God  include  the  act  of  Sanctification  ? 

The  Scriptures  very  clearly  and  abundantly  teach,  that  a  per- 
fectly obedient  subject  of  law,  were  there  any  such,  should  be 
justified.  But  how  can  such  a  subject  of  law  either  be  sancti- 
fied or  need  to  be  sanctified  by  the  Holy  Spirit  ? 

In  other  instances,  the  same  thing  is  described  by  other  lan- 
guage; as  imputing  righteousness  without  works  of  law,  as* 
"  covering  sins,"  as  "  not  remembering  sins,"  as  "  the  remis- 
sion  of  sins  which  are  past,"  or  the  passing  over  of  sins  before 
committed,  as  '"saving  and  delivering  from  wrath,"  "redemp- 
tion from  tlie  cui-se  of  the  law,"  by  Christ's  "  being  made  & 
curse  for  us,"  &c.,  &c.     Now  I  ask,  does  this  language  denote 
or  imply  Sanctification  ?    The  question  is  not,  whether  accord- 
ing to  other  Scriptures  those  who  are  justififed  are  also  sancti- 
fi^d^  but  whether  the  Scriptures^  do  not  exhibit  Justification 
and  Sanctification  as  distinct  acts  of  God;  and  particularly 
whether  in  the  passages  now  cited,  the  language  conveys  or 
expresses  in  the  remotest  manner  tlie  idea  of  Sanctification. 
Wliether  the  work  of  Renovation  or  Sanctification  by  the  Spirit 
of  God,  by  any  just  interpretation  of  the  numerous  passages 
referred  to,  could  be  derived  or  even  conjectured. 

Again  :  I  might  add,  that  the  formal,  essential,  or  real  act  of 
Justification  takes  place  on  the  judgment-day  and  not  till  then. 
I  am  aware  that  the  question,  when  is  the  believer  Justifiedy  has 
often  been  discussed  by  theologians.  One  tiling  however,  is 
undeniable, — that  the  Scriptures  unequivocally  teach  an  act 
of  Justification  on  the  part  of  God  which  takes  place  on  the 
last  great  day  of  account,  when  all  nations  shall  be  assembled 
before  him.  Here  then  at  least  is  one  act  of  Justification  on 
the  part  of  God,  which  is  not,  and  does  not  include  the  act  of 
Sanctification,  unless  indeed  we  suppose  it  deferred  till  after 
the  resurrection  of  believers  from  the  dead.  I  am  aware 
that  the  Scriptures  often  speak  of  believers  as  justified  in  the 
present  tense,  or  in  the  present  life,  or  when  they  believe. 
This  however,  is  necessarily  to  be  understood  as  nothing  more 
than  the  language  of  anticipation, — a  common  and  natnral 
mode  of  speaking  in  analogous  cases.  Were  I  to  propose  to 
you  to  obtain  from  the  governor  of  the  State  the  pardon  of  an- 
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other,  our  mutual  acquaintance,  and  were  you  by  making  the 
supposed  application,  to  obtain  his  assurance  that  he  should 
be  pardoned  on  some  future  day  appointed  for  a  public  formal 
doing  of  all  such  acts,  in  announcing  the  fact  to  me  or  others, 
what  more  natural  than  for  me  to  say,  in  the  present  time, 
"  he  is  pardoned."  Indeed,  if  this  is  not  the  usage  of  the 
Scriptures  on  this  subject,  how  is  it  that  the  future  tense  is  so 
often  used  to  describe  the  time  of  the  act,  as,  "  hath  everlast- 
ing life  and  shall  not  come  into  condemnation  ?"  (John  v.  24.) 
Other  familiar  examples  need  not  be  given.  Be  this  as  it  may, 
there  is  one  act  of  God  entirely  distinct  from  Sanctification, 
called  Justification,  to  take  place  on  the  great  day  of  the  re^w- 
lation  of  the  righteous  judgment  of  God. 

I  would  here  remark,  that  I  know  of  no  attempt  on  the  part 
of  any  Catholic  author  to  prove  that  the  word  j^istifi/,  denotes 
or  includes  Sanctification,  except  from  an  assumed  etymological 
meaning  of  the  word — which,  as  I  claim  to  have  shown,  neither 
the  TjatinjustiJlcOj  nor  the  Greek  diKcudcjy  nor  the  Hebrew  pns, 
can  in  any  case  possibly  bear.  With  what  reason,  or  rather, 
with  what  decisive  proof  to  the  contrary,  is  it  pretended  that 
Justification  in  the  Scriptures  is,  or  includes  Sanctification  ? 

Here  however,  it  ought  to  be  stated,  that  a  Protestant  writer, 
Ludovicus  De  Blanc,  in  an  attempt  to  reconcile  the  opinions  of 
Catholics  and  Protestants  on  this  important  subject,  concedes 
:o  the  fonner,  that  the  word  6iKai6o>^  in  several  instances  in  the 
STew  Testament  denotes  the  act  of  Sanctifi<iation,  A  bare  in- 
spection of  these  passages  would,  in  my  view,  be  quite  suflS- 
iient  to  show  this  construction  of  the  passages  referred  to,  to  be 
entirely  groundless,  and  even  to  prove  the  contrary.  And 
vith  this  remark,  I  should  be  satisfied  to  leave  them  without 
ixarni nation,  had  not  Beza,  Osiander,  and  some  other  Protest- 
Lnt  theologians  of  distinction  maintained,  and  were  there  not 
ome  even  among  us,  who  hold  the  same  opinion. 

There  are  two  assumptions  on  this  subject,  which  demand 
L  more  thorough  examination  than,  so  far  as  I  know,  they 
lave  received.  One  respects  the  scriptural  use  of  the  word 
lyid^iM)  (to  sanctify) ;  the  other  the  words  dyvi^G)  and  KaOapi^o), 
X  is  often  assumed  by  both  Protestants  and  Catholics,  that 
liese  denote  in  certain  connections,  the  work  of  God  in  pro- 
lucing  holiness  of  heart  either  in  its  beginning  or  in  its  pro- 
cess, or  in  both.    If  this  be  conceded  in  some  sense  of  the 
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language,  I  have  already  said  enough  to  show,  that  the  sub- 
jective change  in  the  mind  is  not  what  Protestants  and  Cath- 
olics most  commonly  maintain,  viz.,  some  change  other  than 
that  which  consists  essentially  in  the  morally  right  exercise  of 
the  heart  or  affections.  And  further :  I  cannot  but  think  that 
what  may  be  called  the  Augustinian,  as  distinguished  from 
the  Pelagian  view  of  the  New  Testament  use  of  the  word 
dyid^o)^  deserves  a  more  thorough  investigation  than  it  has 
had  from  modern  critics  and  theologians.  I  will  only  say  on 
this  topic,  that  the  generic  meaning  of  the  word  is  evidently,  to 
consecrate,  and  that  to  obtain  from  the  mere  word  itself,  or 
even  from  its  connection,  the  meaning  of  an  act  of  God  pro- 
ducing personal  holiness,  is  more  difficult  than  is  commonly 
supposed.  The  other  assumption  to  which  I  refer  is,  that 
redemption  or  deliverance  from  sin  {(T6^eiv  dnb  tCjv  dfiafmCjVj 
Matt.  i.  21  ;  KaOapti;eiv  and  ndorig  dfiaprta^,  1  John,  i.  7,  9 ;  com- 
pare Til  us  ii.  14;  1  Pet.  i.  18,  and  others)  by  the  blood  of 
Christ,  is,  as  Socinians  maintain,  or  at  least,  includes,  the  act  of 
God  in  delivering  from  the  power  of  sin.  While  I  admit  that 
the  work  of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  delivering  us  from  the  dominion 
of  sin  is  through  Christ,  I  do  not  understand,  as  many  do,  those 
passages  which  ascribe  cleansing  from  sin,  redeeming  from 
iniquity,  to  the  Hood  of  ChH^^  as  including  this  work  of  the 
Holy  Spirit.  To  take  away  siriy  was  with  the  Hebrews  one 
and  the  same  thing  as  to  take  away  pimishment  (vide  Isa. 
liii.) ;  the  idea  of  delivering  from  sin,  taking  it  away,  &c., 
being  uniformly  assumed  on  the  ground  of  repentance  and  ref- 
ormation ;  that  is,  on  the  antecedent  condition  of  personal 
holiness.  But  I  cannot  here  dwell  on  this  part  of  the  subject, 
and  proceed  to  consider  some  of  the  principal  texts  which  are 
relied  on  to  show  that  Justification  is  the  same  thing  as  Sanc^ 
tification.     Tliese  I  shall  examine  as  briefly  as  may  be. 

Kom.  viii.  30  :  "  Moreover,  whom  he  did  predestinate,  them, 
he  also  called,  and  whom  he  called,  them  he  also  justified,  and 
whom  he  justified,  them  he  also  glorified."  It  is  claimed  to  b» 
incredible,  that  the  apostle  in  this  enumeration  of  blessings^ 
should  omit  that  of  personal  holiness ;  and  that  he  has  done  so, 
unless  he  used  the  word  justijled,  to  denote  it.  I  answer  first, 
that  no  one  is  competent  to  decide  what  the  apostle  would  or 
would  not  omit  in  such  an  enumeration ;  and  secondly,  that  he 
has  not  omitted,  but  fully  expressed  the  blessing  of  personaL 


PARTICULAR   TEXTS    EXAMINED.  337 

holiness,  in  the  phrase,  "  them  he  called."  This  calling  is  evi- 
dently what  divines  have  termed  effectual  calling,  (Vide  Kom. 
i.  7;  and  compare  1  Cor.  i.  2;  Rom.  viii.  28;  Eph.  iv.  1, 
4,  &c.) 

1  Cor.  vi.  11 :  "  And  such  were  some  of  you ;  but  ye  are 
washed,  but  ye  are  sanctified,  but  ye  are  justified,  in  the  name  of 
the  Lord  Jesus,  and  by  the  Spirit  of  our  God."  If  being  wasJied^ 
sanctified^  justified^  are  not  here  distinguished  as  different 
things  by  tlie  form  of  expression,  especially  by  the  repetition 
of  dXTid  {but  ye  are,  &c.),  it  would  be  difficult  to  say  how  they 
could  be  at  all.  But  it  is  said  that  Justification  is  here  as- 
cribed to  the  Spirit  of  God,  whose  work  it  is  to  renew  and 
sanctify ;  and  must  therefore  mean  Sanctification.  One  would 
suppose  that  tlie  washing  and  the  sanctifying^  including  noth- 
ing less  tlian  moral  Renovation  or  personal  holiness  by  the 
Holy  Spirit,  and  the  known  condition  of  Justification,  and  all 
being  in  the  name  of  Christ,  would  be  quite  sufficient  to  author- 
ize the  apostle's  form  of  speaking;  since  all  the  specified  bless- 
ings come  only  in  the  name  of  Christ,  and  are  directly  or  indi- 
rectly by  the  Holy  Spirit. 

Tit.  iii.  5,  6,  7 :  "  Not  by  works  of  righteousness  which  we 
have  done,  but  according  to  his  mercy  he  saved  us  by  the 
washing  of  Regeneration,  and  renewing  of  the  Holy  Ghost, 
which  he  shed  on  us  abundantly  through  Jesus  Christ  our 
Saviour;  that  being  justified  by  his  grace,  we  should  be  made 
heirs  according  to  the  hope  of  eternal  life."     It  is  said  that  ac- 
cording to  this  passage,  our  Justification  includes  our  Sanctifi- 
cation.    If  by  this  be  meant,  that  Justification  by  grace  im- 
jplies  Renovation  or  Sanctification,  this  is  admitted.     But  how 
^oes  this  prove  tliat  it  is  Sanctification  ?  How  directly  opposed 
this  declaration  of  the  apostle  is  to  the  Romanist  view  of  Just- 
ification, is  obvious  from  a  very  brief  exposition  of  it.     The 
«dipo8tle  then  expressly  asserts  that  we  are  saved  not  by  works 
^Tuv  kv  StKcuoavvTi)  which  are  in  righteousness,  i.  e.,  constitute  a 
■ighteousness  which  we  have  done,  but  according  to  his  mercy, 
»y  the  moral  purification  and  Renovation  of  the  Holy  Ghost ; 
ttat  we,  being  justified  by  his  grace,  i.  e.,  that  being  saved  by 
"tlie  moral  purification  and   Renovation  of  the  Holy  Spirit, 
fitould  be  made  heirs,  &c.    Now,  is  being  justified  by  his  grace, 
^he  same  thing  as  being  morally  purified  and  renovated  by  the 
Holy  Ghost?    Such  tautology  is  not  after  the  manner  of  this 
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apostle;  while  the  phrase  "justified  freely  by  his  grace,"  ir 
Rom.  iii.  24,  will  admit  of  no  such  meaning,  as  some,  and  ever 
Rosenmiiller,  have  given  it  in  this  passage  in  Titus. 

Rev.  xxii.  11  :  "And  he  that  is  righteous,  let  him  be  right 
eous  still ;  and  he  that  is  holy,  let  him  be  holy  still."  In  respect 
to  the  first  clause  in  this  passage,  the  readings  are  various;  and 
one  which  is  preferred  by  many  is,  for  duccuo&qrcj  bri,  to  read 
diKcuoavvTjy  7Toii]adT(o  en — work  righteousness  still.  Retaining 
the  common  reading  the  question  is,  what  is  the  6  dmalogi  1 
answer,  he  who  on  any  ground  stands  right  in  relation  to  legal 
sanctions ;  in  other  words,  is  accepted  of  God.  Hence  the  dec- 
laration is,  that  he  who  is  in  this  state  of  acceptance  and  favor 
with  God  shall  continue  in  it.  But  whether  we  adopt  thie 
meaning  or  change  the  reading  for  another,  one  thing  is  clear, 
this  clause  does  not  respect  subjective  personal  righteousness  ii 
the  sense  of  personal  holiness  produced  by  Sanctification ;  foi 
how  then  could  the  apostle  repeat  the  same  thought  in  the  nex' 
clause,  "  and  he  that  is  holy,  let  him  be  holy  still  ?"  To  worl 
righteousness  is  to  do  good  works,  with  which  Justification  i 
connected. 

These  are  the  only  passages  in  the  New  Testament  which  ar 
relied  on  for  that  view  of  the  doctrine  of  Justification  now  op 
posed,  while  the  words  diKaioG)  and  diKcudofjuu  are  used  it  Ib  said 
thirty-six  times.  If  we  have  rightly  interpreted  the  four  passa 
ges,  they  not  only  will  not  bear  the  meaning  opposed,  but  ex 
elude  it,  and  require  another,  as  they  plainly  do  in  all  other  iE 
stances. 

Again :  in  proof  that  Justification  is  not  and  does  not  ic 
elude  Sanctification,  I  appeal  to  the  scriptural  exhibition  of  tk 
Moral  Government  of  God.  If  Moral  Government  is  an; 
thing,  it  implies  a  Moral  Governor,  a  law  with  its  reqnisit 
sanctions,  subjects,  a  holding  and  calling  to  account,  a  jadg 
ment  and  a  retribution.  And  if  in  the  Scriptures  God  has  re 
vealed  himself  to  men  in  any  relation,  it  is  the  prominent, 
grand,  and  most  august ;  that  to  which  all  things  else  are  sub- 
servient— the  relation  of  a  Moral  Ruler  and  Judge.  What  else 
is  presented  to  us  but  God  in  his  administration  of  a  system  of 
law  and  grace  ?  Consider  his  works  of  creation,  his  ways  of 
providence,  his  varied  and  wonderful  dispensations ;  man  cre- 
ated in  his  image,  his  law  given,  and  at  first  obeyed  amid  the 
beauties  of  paradise,  and  with  the  joys  of  communion  with  his 
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Maker,  and  then  disobeyed  with  the  curse  in  exile,  and  in  the 
sorrows  and  groans  and  death  of  a  sinful  world ;  the  promised 
redemption,  with  its  superabounding  grace  to  retain  and  bless ; 
the  patriarchal  altars  with  their  victims,  and  their  holocaust 
fires  kindled  from  heaven ;  the  calling  of  Abraham  and  its  cov- 
enant of  grace  and  life  anew,  and  more  fully  unfolded  in  the 
seed  promised  to  bless  all  nations ;  Egyptian  bondage,  with  its 
task-masters  and  yeai-s  of  oppression  and  cruelty ;  and  then  its 
deliverance  by  the  outstretched  arm  of  Omnipotence;  sojourn- 
ers in  a  strange  land;  heaven  and  earth  shaken  to  reclaim  them 
from  idolatry  to  the  service  of  the  only  living  and  true  God ; 
the  desert,  with  its  cloud  by  day  and  pillar  of  fire  by  night,  its 
famine  of  food  and  drink,  its  smitten  rock  and  gushing  waters ; 
Sinai  with  its  terrors ;  Israel  in  the  promised  land  flowing  with 
tnilk  and  honey;  God,  their  national  king  and  tutelary  Deity; 
their  captivities  and  redemptions;  the  fullness  of  time,  the  har- 
l>]Dger  to  prepare  the  way  of  the  Lord  calling  to  repentance ; 
the  Messiah,  God  manifest  in  the  flesh ;  the  Gospel,  its  teach- 
ings, its  glad  tidings  of  great  joy  to  all  people;  its  Atonement, 
its  miracles,  its  mission  of  the  Holy  Ghost  in  the  Renovation 
^nd  Sanctification  of  men,  its  resujTcction  of  the  dead,  its  im- 
cuortality  brought  to  light ;  its  progress,  its  actual  and  predict- 
ed triumphs,  its  millennium  of  holiness  and  happiness  in  a  new 
lieavens  and  new  earth,  its  final  judgment  announced  with  the 
archangePs  voice  and  the  trump  of  God,  the  melting  elements 
and  a  burning  world,  the  great  white  throne,  the  Son  of  man 
thereon,  the  dead,  small  and  great,  standing  before  him,  the 
deeds  of  all  laid  open,  every  heart  searched,  every  secret  thing 
revealed ;  and  now  the  final  resistless  decree,  the  authoritative 
act  of  the  Judge,  placing  those  already  sanctified  by  grace,  the 
righteous,  on  his  right  hand,  and  the  wicked  on  his  left.     And 
has  the  former  of  these,  the  final  act  of  God,  that  by  which  he 
consummates  all  his  other  acts,  and  accomplishes  his  highest 
and  greatest  design  toward  the  children  of  men,  no  name? 
While  the  Scriptures  call  his  authoritative  act  in  respect  to  the 
wicked^  oondemnation^  do  they  make  so  little  account  of  his 
authoritative  act  toward  the  righteous  as  not  to  name  it  ? 

I  only  add,  that  the  Romanists,  in  holding  that  inherent  right- 
eousness, Sanctification,  and  good  works  are  the  formal  cause, 
the  meritorious  ground  of  Justification,  fully  concede  in  respect 
to  iAe  nature  of  Jv^tijioatiou^  all  that  Protestants  maintain. 


840  JUSTIFICATION. 

Tlie  Romanist  fully  admits  the  act  of  the  remission  of  sin  on 
the  part  of  God.  But  no  mind  which  can  thus  distinguish  the 
act  of  Kenovation  or  Sanctification  from  that  of  remission,  can 
at  the  same  time  not  regard  them  as  distinct ;  nor  can  it  con- 
ceive of  the  remission  of  sins  as  an  act  of  God,  except  in  the 
capacity  of  lawgiver  and  judge,  nor  without  connecting  with 
it  the  act  of  placing  the  subject  right  in  relation  to  sanctions 
of  law,  or  in  a  state  of  acceptance  with  the  offended  lawgiver 
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IL-CLASSICAL   AND  SCRIPTURAL   MEANING  OF  THE  VERB  AIKAlOtt. 
JUSTIFICATION  AS  AN  ACT  OF  GOD  TO  MAN  DEFINED. 

1.  OeB«rtl  «lM8leal  meftoinf  of  iiKai6%», — Jottloe  as  oonoeived  bj  th«  ancienta. — Deflnitlon  of  the 
Terb  in  qaeation. — Aathority  of  Lezieograpbers.— The  deriyaUon  of  the  word.— The  conceptioa 
of  the  pnxlaetlon  of  holiness  unknown  to  the  ancients. — 2.  Its  forensic  meaning  in  classical  ui>e. 
—Absolute  and  relative  conditk»  of  a  subject  of  law.— Classical  forensic  use  not  synonymous 
with  Eogliah  use  of  Justify. 

Scriptural  sense.— L  Tbe  most  general  meaning.- S.  Its  forensic  meaning  in  the  Scriptures.— 
Adapted  to  a  peculiar  system  of  things. — Man  cannot  be  Justified  under  mere  law. — Actual 
usage  of  the  term  in  the  Scriptures. — Justification  not  synon3rmou8  with  pardon. — Man  prone  to 
regard  JTustiflcatlon  as  meritorious.— Influence  of  sacriflci^- Mistake  of  tbo  liomish  Church.— 
Oiterla  for  <leeidiBg  what  is  the  scriptural  meaning.— Conclasion. 

Having  shown  that  Justification  as  an  act  of  God  in  respect 
to  men,  is  not  nor  docs  include  that  of  Sanctification,  or  of  mak- 
ing the  heart  morally  right,  I  have  set  aside  the  view  of  the 
nature  of  Justification  which  has  been  most  directly  and  chiefly 
opposed  to  what  I  deem  the  scriptui*al  one.  The  question  in 
its  positive  form  still  remains  to  be  answered,  viz..  What  is  the 
Scfnjptural  vi^w  of  the  natu/re  of  this  act  of  Godf  TRe  an- 
swer  to  this  question  will  not  only  reveal  more  fully  the  error 
which  I  have  already  attempted  to  expose  in  respect  to  the 
nature^  but  will  serve  to  correct  others  in  regard  to  the  condi- 
tion and  the  ground  of  the  act     I  proceed  then  to  say,  that 

Justification  as  an  act  of  God  in  the  relation  qf  Lawgiver 
and  Judge  of  men  is  authoritative — making^  or  causing ^  or  de- 
termining a  disobedient  subject  of  his  law  to  stand  relatively 
right  in  respect  to  its  sanctions;  not  according  to  the jprinctpU^ 
of  distributive  justice,  hut  according  to  the  principles  of  general 
justice  and  of  general  benevolence. 

This  view  of  the  nature  of  this  act  of  God  I  propose  to  illus- 
trate and  confirm  by  examining  the  various  uses  and  applica- 
tions of  the  word  Justification  or  Justly,  with  the  equivalent 
word  in  Hebrew,  Greek,  and  Latin,  as  applied  in  the  different 
circumstances  of  men  by  different  nations,  and  also  by  them  in 
different  connections.     I  propose  to  consider — 

I.  The  use  and  meaning  of  the  word  SiKcuotOy  as  a  classic  word 
employed  in  a  heathen  sense ;  and — 
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n.  As  a  scriptural  word,  employed  in  a  biblical  sense,  or 
under  a  system  of  grace. 

I.  The  use  and  meaning  of  the  word  diiccudcj  as  a  dastnc  word 
employed  in  a  heathen  sense. 

The  reason  for  giving  particular  attention  to  this  word,  is  its 
use  both  by  the  Seventy  and  by  the  New  Testament  writers  as 
equivalent  to  the  Hebrew  word  pns,  both  of  which  in  Latin 
are  rendered  hy  justifico^  and  in  English  hy  justify.     The  He- 
brew word  being  exclusively  used  under  a  system  of  facts  and 
truths  peculiar  to  a  revelation  from  God,  and  the  Greek  woi-d 
used  in  a  classic  heathen  sense,  could  not  otherwise  be  exact 
synonyms.     The  Hebrew  word  then  must  control,  modify,  and 
determine  the  meaning  of  the  Greek  word  when  used  by  the 
Seventy,  and  also  by  the  New  Testament  writers ;  so  that  tho 
Greek  word  if  con-ectly  used,  must  in  biblical  usage  (and  the- 
same  must  be  true  of  the  Latin)  be  employed  in  a  meaning 
equivalent  to  that  of  the  Hebrew.    The  Greek  6iiiai6iMi  as 
classic  word,  used  in  a  heathen  and  forensic  sense,  was  em 
ployed  in  relation  to  a  system  of  mere  law ;  whereas  the  He 
brew  word  pns,  was  used  only  in  relation  to  a  system  of  law 
and  grace  combined.     The  Greek  word  6iiuu6<m>  when  used  b 
the  Seventy,  or  by  the  New  Testament  writers,  if  properly  em 
ployefl  must  be  Hebraized,  and  mean  the  same  as  the  Hebre 
word  P12 ;  for  neither  can  be  used  in  the  Scriptures  to  denot 
an  act  of  God,  except  in  a  system  of  law  and  grace  combined 
This  use  of  the  Greek  word  by  the  New  Testament  writers  i 
as  we  may  see  hereafter,  undeniable.     Hence  it  becomes  highly     " 
important  to  ascertain  the  meaning  of  6uccu6o)  as  a  classic  wor(£r 
used  in  a  heathen,  especially  in  sl  forensic  sense,  under  a  sys — 
tem  of  mere  law,  that  we  may  determine  the  changes  in  it*- 
meanings,  if  such  exist,  from   classic  to  Hellenistic  use,  or^ 
as  Greek  conformed  to  Hebrew  ideas.    I  proceed  then,  to  con- 
sider — 

1.  The  use  and  meaning  of  the  word  diKoidu^  a  classic  word 
employed  in  a  heathen  sense. 

Here  its  most  general  meaning  in  this  use  will  first  deserve 
attention,  and  then  its  general  forerhsic  meaning. 

1.  Its  general  meaning  in  classic  use. — ^In  this,  the  word 
6iKcu6(»>  denotes  to  make  relatively  right  /  or  thus,  it  denotes  the 
act,  either  personal  or  impersonal,  of  making,  causing,  deter- 
mining, either  a  person  or  thing  to  be  relatively  right. 
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This  act  like  every  other,  has  an  object  on  which  or  in  re- 
spect to  which,  it  produces  its  own  peculiar  effect  or  change, 
and  which  otherwise  neither  would  nor  could  be  effected.  This 
effect  or  change  is  not  in  the  character,  nature,  or  qualities  of 
the  object  of  the  act,  but  only  in  the  relation  of  the  object  to 
the  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  practically  regarded  and  treated, 
as  this  is  consequent  upon  and  determined  by  the  act. 

This  view  of  the  general  meaning  of  the  word  ^ikcu^^  may 
be  confirmed  by  some  observations  on  the  derivation  and  form- 
ation of  the  word. 

The  word  Slkti  is  the  original  root  of  a  family  of  words  com- 
pounded of  it,  with  various  terminations.  Hence  SiKaioc ;  and 
hence  again,  diKaiotJ.  The  adjective  from  which  the  verb  seems 
to  be  more  directly  derived,  appears  to  be  equivalent  to  our 
English  word  just  The  great  Christian  idea  of  heiievolence^ 
universal^  disinterested  love^  was  not  known  to  the  heathen.  In 
the  conceptions  of  the  wisest  heathen  philosophers, /iw^tc^  ap- 
pears to  have  been  the  comprehensive  virtue — the  element 
and  essence  of  all  virtue.  Piety  was  inculcated  chiefly,  if  not 
wholly,  to  prevent  crimes  hostile  to  the  peace  and  prosperity 
of  the  State,  and  consisted  not  in  the  love,  but  in  that  servile 
fear  of  the  gods  which  sought  to  appease  their  anger  and  to 
propitiate  their  favor.  Hence  justice,  as  the  great  cardinal 
virtue  as  related  to  the  welfare  of  civil  society — justice  to  indi- 
viduals and  justice  to  the  State — justice  viewed  as  conformity 
to  those  established  usages  and  customs  which  had  the  force  of 
law,  as  well  as  to  law  itself — was  among  the  heathen  nations, 
and  especially  among  the  Greeks  and  Romans,  the  pre-eminent 
and  comprehensive  virtue — the  sum  and  perfection  of  moral 
excellence,  which  secured  the  favor  of  gods  and  of  men,  and 
so  of  the  government  of  the  nation. 

Justice  as  the  comprehensive  virtue,  "  a  constant  will  or  dis- 
position to  render  to  every  one  his  due,"  would  exist  and 
necessarily  be  spoken  of  under  a  great  variety  of  specific 
forms,  among  which  what  we  call  the  administration  of  jus- 
tice, or  doing  justly  by  the  civil  magistrate  or  judge,  would  be 
peculiarly  prominent.  This  act  of  the  judge,  causes,  makes, 
determines,  not  the  character  or  subjective  relation  of  the  ob- 
ject of  the  act  as  obedient  or  disobedient  to  law,  for  he  is  in 
every  respect  one  or  the  other  before  the  act  of  the  judge, — but 
this  as  an  authoritative  act,  causes,  makes,  determines,  only  tJie 
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r^'lation  of  the  object  of  the  act  to  the  manner  in  which  he  i* 
io  he  practically  regarded  and  treated^  as  this  wholly  depends 
on  and  is  determined  by  it.  It  is  essential  to  the  very  nature 
and  design  of  civil  government,  that  in  certain  cases  there 
should  be  such  an  authoritative  act;  and  that  it  be  the  only 
ground,^  cause,  or  determining  antecedent  of  the  relation  of  sub- 
jects of  law  to  the  manner  in  which  they  are  to  be  practically 
regarded  and  treated  by  the  State. 

Besides  this  particular  act  of  justice,  or  making  relatively 
just  or  right,  there  would  be  many  others  both  toward  persons 
and  things,  wliich  would  more  or  less  resemble  and  yet  also 
differ  from  it.  Hence  all  such,  incUiding  the  act  of  the  judge, 
having  a  common  nature,  would  have  a  common  name,  denot- 
ing the  common  idea  of  making  relatively  just  or  right.  This 
would  of  course  be  a  generic  term  in  relation  to  all  the  species 
included  under  it,  and  the  species  under  it,  if  determined  at  all, 
must  be  determined,  not  by  the  general  word,  which  is  equally 
applicable  to  all  the  species,  but  by  the  known  nature  of  the 
subject  or  logical  connection. 

It  may  be  well  to  say  here,  that  the  idea  we  are  now  defin- 
ing, that  of  makimj  relatively  rights  is  not  the  same  as  that  of 
doiiig  right,  Tlie  act  may  be  one  particular  form-  of  doing 
right.  But  then  there  are  many  others,  e.  g.,  feeding  the 
hungry,  clothing  the  naked,  itc,  which  cannot  be  denoted  by 
the  word  SiKaido).  Especially  is  it  to  be  noticed,  that  this  word 
cannot  be  used  to  denote  the  act  of  making  its  object  right  or 
just  mhjectively  or  inherently^  but  only  relatively^  or  in  rela- 
tion to  the  manner  in  which  the  object  is  to  be  regarded  for 
practical  purposes,  or  in  which  he  or  it  is  to  be  treated. 

Having  made  these  explanatory  remarks,  I  proceed  to  show 
that  in  its  most  general  classic  meaning,  the  word  ditccLtoui  de- 
notes the  ad^  either  personal  or  impersonal^  of  making^  cam- 
ing,  determining^  either  a  person  or  thing  to  he  relaiively  just  or 
right;  or  just  or  rnght  in  relation  to  the  manner  in  which  he  or 
it  is  to  he  regarded  for  practical  puiposes^  or  in  which  he  or  it 
is  to  he  treated.     In  support  of  this  definition  I  allege, 

In  the  first  place,  the  authority  of  lexicographers.  This 
kind  of  evidence  is  of  course  not  demonstrative ;  but,  as  it  must 
be  in  all  such  cases,  probable  or  moral  evidence,  or  evidence 
by  induction.  Lexicographers  for  the  most  part  unfortunately 
attempt  to  give,  not  the  most  general  meanings  of  even  im- 
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portant  words;  but  somey  many^  or  Toost  of  their  particular  or 
specific  meanings,  as  these  are  determined  by  the  logical  con- 
nection in  actual  usage.  Now  it  is  only  from  these  specific 
meanings  of  a  word,  that  its  generic  or  general  one  can  be 
ascertained,  for  this  is  common  to  all  the  specific  meanings. 
So  far  then  as  the  induction  or  briuging  together  of  these  spe- 
cific meanings  approximates  perfection, — for  on  no  subject  can 
it  be  assumed  to  be  known  to  be  absolutely  perfect, — and  results 
in  one  which  is  common,  the  evidence  is  reliable ;  in  other 
words,  while  it  is  the  only  kind  of  which  the  nature  of  the  case 
admits,  it  is  prima  facie  evidence,  or  that  which  is  to  be  re- 
lied on,  in  the  absence  of  all  evidence  to  the  contrary.  The 
facts, — the  instances  of  the  specific  meanings  of  the  word  dma' 
i6(i)  in  its  classic  use,  given  in  good  lexicons, — are  not  all  that 
might  be  given,  and  yet  are  in  such  variety  as  to  render  it 
highly  probable  that  the  meaning  which  is  common  to  them 
all,  is  the  common  and  generic  meaning  of  the  word.  Assum- 
ing then,  as  I  am  authorized  to  do,  that  this  is  true,  until  some 
evidence  t^  the  contrary  is  funiished,  I  maintain  that  the 
meaning  which  I  have  specified  is  that  which  is  common  to  all 
these  cases,  and  is  therefore  general  or  generic.  No  one  who 
will  look  into  a  good  Greek  lexicon  will  deny  that  the  mean- 
ing which  I  have  specified  is  common  to  all  tliese  cases.  Un- 
til then  he  adduces  at  least  one  instance  of  its  use  in  a  specific 
meaning  which  shall  furnish  an  exception  to  the  common  one 
now  claimed,  he  is  bound  to  admit  this  to  be  the  common  and 
of  course  the  general  meaning  of  the  word.  In  support  of  the 
present  definition,  I  allege, 

In  the  second  place,  the  derivation  and  formation  of  the 
word  (Jt«at6a>.  All,  or  nearly  all  the  Greek  verbs  formed  in  the 
same  manner  as  this,  denote  the  act  of  making,  causing,  deter- 
mining, not  a  subjective  or  intrinsic  eifect  or  change  in  the  ab- 
solute nature  of  the  subject,  but  a  relative  effect  or  change.  Take 
as  examples  the  following :  SefieXidu),  d^idi*),  dfwioto^  reAetdw,  vldcj, 
dyioG)^  7rakai6G).  A  like  mode  of  compounding  words,  is  found 
in  the  Latin  language,  as  in  glortfioOy  verifico^  &c.,  and  in 
English,  as  in  glorify^  ^'t'^'j/y?  &c.,  to  denote  an  act,  nuiking, 
or  causing  a  relative  effect  or  change.  But  what  is  making 
or  causing  em  effect  in  such  cases?  Not  making  or  causing 
an  effect  which  it  is  impossible  and  inconceivable  should  be 

made  or  caused.    To  illustrate  by  some  examples  will  show 
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that  the  effects  in  the  cases  now  referred  to  are  merely  rel- 
ative. In  what  sense  then  of  making  or  causing  a  founda- 
tion, can  the  verb  OefieXi6(M)  be  used  ?  Not  surely  in  that  of 
making  or  causing  an  effect  in  the  intrinsic  nature  of  the 
material,  e.  g.,  of  a  rock  or  other  substance,  but  in  the  sense  of 
making  or  causing  it  to  sustain  the  new  and  peculiar  relation 
specified.  So  the  verb  vidw,  is  not  to  cause  'the  object  of  the 
act  to  be  a  son  in  every  respect,  but  to  make  or  cause  him  to  be 
a  son  in  every  respect  in  which  he  can  be,  as  having  the  rela- 
tion and  place,  and  receiving  the  treatment  of  a  son.  I  might 
illustrate  the  same  thing  by  Latin  words  of  like  composition,  as 
glorifico  when  applied  to  God,  and  by  English  words,  as  I  have 
already  done  in  respect  to  the  word  verify.  It  admits  per- 
haps of  a  question,  whether  the  words  mortify^  vivify^  and 
perhaps  some  few  otliers,  which  have  been  regarded  as  excep- 
tions to  the  rule  now  stated,  are  real  exceptions. 

I  do  not  affirm  that  none  of  this  class  of  words  denote  in  any 
case  tlie  making  or  causing  of  a  avhje^tive  effect  or  change,  as 
distinguished  from  tliat  which  is  relative.  If  however  there  be 
any  such,  which  I  doubt,  they  must  be  decisively  shown  to 
be  such  by  the  nature  of  the  case,  or  by  other  equally  decisive 
proof.  This  however,  can  impart  no  doubt  to  those  in  which 
this  class  of  words  must  at  least,  have  the  meaning  of  causing 
a  relative  effect  or  change,  and  in  which  there  is  no  evidence 
of  any  other.  Such,  as  I  claim,  is  the  fact  in  respect  to  all  or 
nearly  all  the  class  of  words  now  under  consideration.  Hence 
arises  a  strong  presumption  from  the  mere  formation  of  such  a 
word,  that  it  denotes  the  making  or  causing  only  of  a  relative 
effect,  and  this  is  prima  facie  evidence — evidence  decisive  that 
such  is  its  only  meaning,  until  proof  to  the  contrary  is  adduced. 
Tliese  remarks  are  strikingly  applicable  to  the  word  6ucai6u).  It 
is  confessedly  used  to  denote  the  act  of  making,  causing,  a  rela- 
tive effect,  or  change ;  and  until  it  be  shown  that  it  has  also 
some  other  or  further  meaning,  the  proof  is  decisive  that  such 
is  the  only  one.     I  allege. 

In  the  third  place,  that  the  idea  of  the  production  of  virtue 
or  holiness  in  the  human  heart,  is  entirely  foreign  to  the 
heathen  mind.  This  fact  has  been  fully  proved  in  another 
place.  Unless  then  we  can  suppose  men  to  express  in  words, 
ideas  which  they  have  not  in  their  minds,  it  io  absolutely  in- 
credible and  impossible,  that  the  word  SiKaiou)  in  classic  use, 
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should  denote  the  act  of  making  or  causing  the  object  of  the 
act  to  be  subjectively  juat^  or  rights  or  righteous.  It  confess- 
edly denotes  the  act  of  making  relatively  juQt  or  right, — just  or 
right  in  relaiion  to  the  manner  in  which  the  object  of  the  act  is 
to  be  regarded  for  practical  purposes,  and  of  cource  to  be  treated. 
This  therefore,  so  far  as  the  main  thing  at  issue  is  concerned,  is 
the  whole  general  classic  meaning  of  the  word  SiKaidG). 

With  this  view  of  the  general  meaning  of  diKcuou)^  as  a  clas- 
sic word,  it  is  obvious  that  in  its  classic  use  it  must  have,  as  we 
commonly  speak,  many  particular  meanings,  for  it  is  applied 
like  our  word  jtcstift/  to  both  persons  and  things.  It  is  not , 
necessar}^  to  my  present  purpose  to  trace  these  in  detail,  but 
only  to  say  what  will  not  be  questioned,  that  among  them  a 
forensic  meaning  is  both  prominent  and  common.  To  this  pai'- 
ticular  use  of  the  word  I  now  call  attention,  with  the  design  to 
ascertain  as  proposed — 

2.  Its  general /orensio  meaning  in  classic  use, — In  this  mean- 
ing and  use,  the  word  being  employed  of  course  in  a  heatlien 
sense  and  under  a  system  of  mere  law,  denotes 

An  authoritative  act  of  a  judge,  making^  causing,  deter^nin- 
ing  a  particular  relation  of  a  subject  of  law  to  its  sanctions, 
as  one  to  he  acttially  rewarded  or  actually  punished,  according 
to  merely  legal  principles. 

To  explain  my  meaning  more  fully,  I  remark,  that  the  condi- 
tion of  a  subject  of  mere  law,  whether  obedient  or  disobedient, 
may  be  viewed  as  absolute  and  relative.  His  subjective  act  of 
obedience  as  fulfilling  the  claim  of  law  and  entitling  to  its  re- 
ward, and  his  subjective  act  of  disobedience  as  violating  the 
claim  of  law  and  exposing  to  its  penalty,  may  each  be  consid- 
ered as  an  absolute  condition  resulting  necessarily  from  the 
subject's  own  act  and  the  nature  of  law.  But  this  condition  of 
the  subject  of  law  is  changed  by  the  authoritative  act  of  the 
judge,  which  makes,  causes,  or  determines  the  existence  of  a 
new  relation  to  the  sanctions  of  law,  viz.,  that  the  subject  is  to 
be  actually  rewarded  or  punished.  This  relation  depends  on, 
and  is  made  or  caused  solely  by  the  act  of  the  judge,  and  may 
be  called  a  relative  condition.  These  things,  the  condition  of 
a  subject  of  law  as  it  depends  on  his  own  act,  and  as  it  is 
changed  by  the  act  of  the  judge  in  its  relation  to  legal  sanc- 
tions, differ  so  widely  and  essentially  that  they  demand  a  care- 
ful consideration. 
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There  is  an  obvious  and  important  difference  between  giving 
an  absolute  existence  to  a  fact  or  thing  in  many  cases,  and  giv- 
ing it  a  relative  existence,  especially  in  relation  to  its  being 
practically  regarded  and  acted  upon  as  real.  Thus  in  cases 
innumerable,  the  fact  depends  for  this  relative  existence  on  a 
different  cause  or  act  from  that  which  gives  it  its  absolute  ex- 
istence. To  verify  a  fact  by  testimony  does  not  give  absolute 
existence  or  truth  to  it,  but  makes,  causes,  or  determines  it  to 
be  a  fact  for  practical  purposes,  or  to  be  acted  upon  as  such 
when  otherwise  it  could  not  be.  The  authoritative  act  of  a 
judge  makes  the  litigated  property  of  its  owner  his  property 
in  one  respect,  in  which  otherwise  it  is  not  his  property  rela- 
tively to  his  possession  and  use  of  it.  In  like  manner  the 
authoritative  judgment  of  the  supreme  tribunal  of  the  land  in 
respect  to  one  on  trial  for  a  crime,  does  not  give  absolute  exist- 
ence to  his  standing  in  respect  to  the  sanctions  of  law,  but  only 
a  relative  existence,  or  an  existence  to  be  regarded  and  acted 
upon  as  real.  Accordingly,  I  maintain  that  the  Greek  word 
diKcuou)  wlien  used  as  now  supposed,  denotes  an  authoritative 
act  of  a  j  udge,  making,  causing,  determining  the  condition  or 
standing  of  a  subject  of  law  in  respect  to  its  sanctions,  not 
absolutely^  for  this  is  already  done  either  by  his  obedience  or 
disobedience,  but  relatively^  and  so  far  as  it  can  determine  it, 
which  is  so  far  as  it  is  to  be  acted  upon. 

Furtlier:  this  word  as  classic  Greek,  used  in  the  manner 
now  supposed,  whatever  it  may  be  as  Hellenistic  Greek,  is  not 
synonymous  with  our  English  word  justify.  As  a  general 
forensic  term  in  classic  use,  it  denotes  simply  a  just  or  right 
judginent^  either  in  acquitting  or  cond^nning.  From  the  mere 
act  of  the  judge  nothing  could  be  inferred  conceniing  the  inno- 
cence or  guilt  of  the  object.  Tliis  act  simply  determines  the 
standing  or  relation  of  the  subject  in  regard  to  the  sanctions  of 
law  in  that  respect  in  which  it  depends,  and  in  some  respect  it 
does  depend  on  such  an  act.  The  absokUe  fact  is,  either  that 
the  subject  is  obedient  and  ought  to  be  rewarded,  or  he  is  dis- 
obedient and  ought  to  be  punished.  But  which  of  these  is  the 
fact,  and  the  one  to  be  acted  upon  in  retribution,  is  in  one  most 
important  respect  undetermined,  and  must  remain  so  until  the 
act  of  the  judge  decides  it.  In  other  words,  it  must  in  this 
respect  remain  non-existent  until  there  be  an  act  of  authority 
and  jurisdiction  determining  the  fact,  and  so  giving  it  existence 
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as  one  to  be  acted  upon  in  conferring  the  reward  for  obedience 
or  inflicting  the  penalty  for  disobedience.  This  act  of  author- 
ity and  jurisdiction  under  a  merely  legal  system,  must  be 
assumed  in  practical  life  to  be  right  or  just  in  the  broad  sense 
of  being  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  distributive  and 
general  justice,  and  also  with  those  of  general  benevolence. 
These  under  an  equitable  system  of  mere  law  are  ever  in  har- 
mony, for  what  is  demanded  in  such  a  case  by  any  is  demanded 
by  fdl  of  them.* 

According  to  what  has  now  been  said  in  the  way  of  expla- 
nation, we  find  the  facts  and  the  proof  of  them.  We  find  that 
the  Greek  word  under  consideration  was  used  by  the  classic 
Greek  writers  in  the  general  forensic  meaning  now  specified  ;^ 
i.  e.,  to  denote  a  just  or  right  judgment,  either  in  acquitting  or 
condemning.  Suidas  in  his  lexicon,  referring  only  to  classic 
authority,  says  "  that  the  word  was  used  to  denote  a  right  or 
Just  judgment  either  in  acquitting  or  condemning."  Tlie  same 
thing  will  appear  by  referring  to  any  good  Greek  lexicon, 
classical  or  biblical.  Dr.  Owen  cites  an  instance  of  this  use 
of  the  English  word  jicstifyj  from  a  treaty  between  the  English 
and  Scotch  in  the  time  of  Edward  VI.,  in  the  clause,  "  that  if 
any  one  committed  a  crime  he  should  be  justified  on  trial." 
That  such  was  the  general  forensic  meaning  of  the  word  diKcudio 
as  a  classic  word,  is  confirmed  by  another  consideration,  that  it 
is  used  as  the  opposite  of  adkew,  to  act  unjustly,  and  in  a  foren- 
sic sense  to  judge  unjustly.  Thus  it  appears,  that  as  a  classic 
word  it  was  not  used  as  a  forensic  term  in  the  same  as  its  Hel- 
lenistic meaning,  nor  as  that  of  our  English  word  justify. 
However,  its  most  general  classic  meaning  may  have  been,  as 
we  shall  see  it  was,  perpetuated,  viz.,  to  mak^  relatively  right 
crjust ;  yet  its  general ybr^/mc  meaning  under  a  merely  legal 
system,  was  not  and  could  not  be  perpetuated  under  a  system 
of  grace.  Tlie  act  of  tlie  judge  in  the  former  sense  would  be 
impossible,  there  being  no  obedient  subject  to  be  acquitted, 
and  none  of  course  to  whom  the  word  could,  with  the  least 
truth  or  propriety,  be  applied  to  an  obedient  subject. 


®  It  may  be  weU  to  say  here  what  I  claim  to  have  before  shown,  that  while 
distributive  justice  require*  the  obedient  subject  to  be  rewarded  in  all  circum- 
stancdi,  it  does  not  require  that  the  disobedient  subject  should  be  punished  in 
all  dicomstances. 
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Having  thus  attempted  to  ascertain  the  general  and  also  the 
general  forensic  meaning  of  the  Greek  word  6ikcu6<o  as  a  clas- 
sic word,  and  as  nsed  in  a  heathen  sense  under  a  system  of 
mere  law,  I  now  proceed  to  consider  it — 

II.  As  a  scriptural  word,  or  as  employed  in  a  biblical  sense. 

Here,  if  I  mistake  not,  we  shall  find  that  the  word  is  greatly 
modified  and  changed  when  compared  with  its  classic  use,  as 
it  is  employed  under  a  system  of  grace ;  and  that  while  it  re- 
tains, as  we  might  be  sure  it  would,  its  most  general  classic 
meaning,  it  is  not  used  in  its  general  forensic  meaning  as  a 
classic  word.  As  these  things  may  need  confirmation,  I  pro- 
ceed to  show — 

1.  That  the  most  general  meaning  of  the  word  as  used  in  the 
Scriptures,  is  the  same  as  its  most  general  meaning  in  its  classic 
use,  which  is  the  act  of  making,  causing,  or  determining  either 
a  person  or  thing  to  he  relatively  right  or  just. 

Tlie  difference  between  what  I  have  called  the  absolute  and 
the  relative  existence  of  a  fact,  has  been  already  sufficiently 
illustrated.  Tliis,  as  accurately  recognized  in  the  use  of  lan- 
guage, especially  in  the  use  of  that  class  of  active  verbs  which 
are  apj)lied  orily  to  the  production  of  relative  effects,  cannot 
be  denied,  and  ought  not  to  be  overlooked,  it  being  easily  and 
surely,  and  I  may  say  necessarily  determined,  by  the  known  na- 
ture of  the  subject.  Tliis  is  manifest  beyond  all  contradiction 
in  respect  to  many  words,  and  as  we  now  maintain,  in  respect 
to  6iKai6(»)  in  Greek,  pns  in  Hebrew^  jusiijlco  in  Latin,  Aud  just- 
ify in  English.  Tliese  words,  in  their  most  general  meaning, 
are  strict  synonyms ;  and  in  this,  the  word  whether  that  of  one 
language  or  another,  is  tliat  of  which  I  now  speak,  when  I  say 
it  denotes,  not  the  act  of  making,  causing,  or  determining- 
an  absolute^  but  only  a  relative  effect,  an  act  done  in  respect 
to  a  person  or  thing,  making  or  causing  not  a  subjective  effect 
or  change  in  the  object  of  the  act,  but  only  a  relative  effect 
designated  by  the  word  right,  OTJust. 

To  justify  or  make  right  another,  as  the  act  of  a  judge — to 
justify  one's  self — to  justify  a  doubtful  particular  action — 
to  justify  a  proposition  or  assertion  questioned  or  denied — ^to 
justify  a  crime,  is  to  make  right  ot  just  in  different  modes  of 
making  right  or  just.  In  the  one  case,  the  act  is  done  by 
autliority  ;  in  another,  by  assertion  or  pi'oof,  or  by  both ;  in 
another,  by  reasoning;  in  another,  by  sophistry.    The  right- 
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ness  of  one  accused  made  by  the  act  of  the  judge,  is  different 
from  the  rightness  made  and  determined  in  every  other  case. 
And  yet  in  neither  of  these  instances  is  the  thing  said  to  be 
made  right  absolutely,  but  only  relatively,  or  in  relation  to 
the  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  regarded  for  practical  pur- 
poses. * 

What  is  thus  obvious  from  the  statement  of  familiar  ex- 
amples of  common  life,  is  equally  so  from  the  scriptural  use  of 
the  word.  In  proof  of  this,  I  appeal  to  a  sufficient  number  of 
examples  from  the  Scriptures,  of  the  particular  application  of 
the  word  to  persons  and  things.  First  to  persons :  "It  is  God 
that  justifieth"  (Rom.  viii.  3).  "And  all  the  people  justified 
Gk)d"  (Luke  vii.  29).  "Speak,  for  I  desire  to  justify  thee" 
(Job  xxxiii.  32).  "He  willing  (choosing)  to  justify  himself" 
(Luke  X.  29).  "God  was  manifested  in  the  flesh,  justified  in 
the  Spirit"  (1  Tim.  iii.  16).  "They  (the  judges)  shall  justify 
the  righteous,  and  condemn  the  wicked"  (Deut.  xxv.  1). 
"Which  justify  the  wicked  for  a  reward"  (Isa.  v.  23).  "That 
justifieth  the  ungodly"  (Rom.  iv.  5).  Secondly,  to  things : 
"But  wisdom  is  justified  of  all  her  children"  (Luke  vii.  35; 
Matt.  xi.  19).  "The  sanctuary  shall  be  justified"  (Dan.  viii. 
14).  Now  there  must  be  one  general  meaning  of  the  word 
justify  (diKcuoo),  p'ls-  jtistifico),  which  is  common  to  all  these 
different  cases.  It  is  equally  obvious  that  they  cannot  all  have 
the  same  specific  or  particular  meaning.  None  will  pretend 
that  God  is  said  to  justify  the  ungodly  in  the  same  particular 
meaning  in  which  all  the  people  are  said  to  have  justified 
Q<>d,  or  in  which  God  manifest  in  the  flesh  was  justified  in 
the  Spirit,  or  in  which  a  human  judge  is  required  to  justify 
the  righteous,  or  in  which  wisdom  is  justified  of  all  her  chil- 
dren, or  in  which  it  is  said  the  sanctuary  shall  be  justified. 
Nor  will  it  be  pretended,  that  in  any  two  of  the  instances  re- 
ferred to,  the  "^or A  justify  is  used  in  the  same,  nor  denied  that 
in  each  instance  it  is  used  in  a  different  specific  meaning. 
The  question  then  is,  what  is  the  general  meaning  of  the  word, 
or  the  one  common  to  all  these  cases?  Is  it  that  of  making  right 
in  the  sense  of  doing  strict  justice?  But  does  God  in  justifying 
the  elect,  do  them  strict  justice?  or  is  the  lawyer  in  Luke  x. 
29,  said  to  be  willing  to  do  himself  strict  justice?  or  can  they 
be  said  to  do  strict  justice,  who  justify  the  wicked  for  a  re- 
ward?    Is  the  meaning  then  which  is  common  to  all  these 
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cases,  that  of  making  the  object  of  the  act  suhjectively  holy 
even  in  any  degree, — is  this  the  sense  in  which  all  the  people 
justified  God  ?  or  in  which  the  lawyer  was  willing  to  justify 
himself?  or  the  judges  are  required  to  justify  the  right- 
eous? or  august  judges  ^'w«^//y  the  wicked?  or  wisdom  is  justi- 
fied of  her  cliildren  ?  or  the  sanctuary  was  to  be  justified  ? 
It  will  not  I  think  be  pretended,  that  either  of  those  now  spe- 
cified is  the  meaning  common  to  all  these  cases  of  the  use  of 
the  word  justify^  nor  of  course  its  general  one.  But  it  is 
at  once  obvious  that  what  I  have  specified  as  the  general 
meaning  of  the  word  is  common  to  all  these  cases,  and  that 
nothing  more  specific  is  or  can  be  common  to  thera  all.  This 
is  decided  at  once  by  taking  either  of  them  as  an  example : 
thus,  "  the  people  jusfifi^  God."  It  is  manifest,  that  the 
word  denotes  at  least  the  act  of  making  right,  7wt  ahsoluiely^ 
but  relatively,  or  in  relation  to  his  being  practically  regarded, 
treated,  jis  right,  and  that  it  cannot  denote  any  thing  more, 
and  still  have  a  meaning  common  to  all  the  other  cases ;  viz., 
Xo  justifyiiuj  the  elect,  the  righteous,  the  wicked,  wisdom,  and 
the  sanctuary.  This  is  as  obvious  and  certain,  as  that  the 
general  meaning  of  the  word  triangle  is  a  three-sided  figure, 
and  nothing  more,  whether  we  speak  of  an  isosceles,  equilat- 
eral, acute-angled,  or  a  right-angled  triangle. 

Once  more :  if  the  general  meaning  of  the  word  (Jt^atoo)  is 
not  that  now  given,  then  the  word  as  used  in  the  Scriptures  is 
falsely  translated  by  the  English  vfoxA  justify.  Nothing  is  more 
undeniable  than  that  the  general  meaning  now  maintained,  is 
the  general  meaning  of  the  English  word  justify.  I  venture 
to  say,  nothing  would  be  more  hopeless  than  to  attempt  to  show 
that  the  mere  English  word  justify  is  ever  used  in  any  other 
general  meaning.  If  this  be  so  (and  who  that  at  all  under- 
stands the  English  language  will  pretend  the  contrary),  then  if 
iTf/icat6(«)  has  another  and  a  different  general  meaning,  it  follows 
that  in  our  English  Bible  it  is  falsely  translated  in  every  in- 
stance. I  admit  that  it  has  different  specific  meanings,  as  we 
commonly  speak  in  different  applications ;  i.  e.,  that  the  whole 
meaning  of  the  writer  as  determined  by  the  connection,  is  in 
many  cases  something  more  than  the  general  meaning  of  the 
mere  word.  But  I  maintain,  that  the  word  as  such,  denotes 
nothing  more  and  nothing  less  than  what  I  have  said  is  its  gen- 
eral meaning.     If  it  does,  then  our  translators  have  sadly  blun- 
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dered  in  rendering  it  by  the  English  word  justify.*    Had  our 

translatore  the  remotest  suspicion  that  the  Greek  or  Hebrew 

word  meant  to  sanctify  ;  or  that  as  a  general  term  it  meant  to 

do  strict  justice  ?     Could  they  have  so  understood  it  in  Daniel 

viii.  14  ;  or  in  Luke  x.  29 ;  or  in  Komans  iv.  5  ?     Is  it  in  tlie 

lowest  degree  credible  that  they  understood  the  Hebrew  or 

Greek  word  in  either  of  these  as  its  general  meaning?     Had 

they  60  understood  it,  nothing  is  more  certain  than  that  they 

TTould  have  rendered  it  by  the  English  word  sanctify^  or  by 

the  phrase  do  justice  to;  and  that  in  rendering  it  by  the  word 

Justify^  they  have  intentionally  given  a  false  translation  of  the 

word.     Tliere  is  then,  all  the  evidence  that  the  word  has  the 

^neral  meaning  now  given  it,  which  tliere  is  that  these  men 

i;eere  honest  and  skillful  translators  of  the  sacred  writings.     K 

they  have  mistranslated  the  word,  let  the  error  be  corrected, 

and  let  it  henceforth  be  understood,  that  the  self-righteous 

^Pharisee  was  willing  to  sanctify  himself,  that  judges  were 

i-equired  to  sanctify  the  righteous,  and  that  wicked  judges  for 

Ci  reward  did  sanctify  the  wicked. 

There  are  other  considerations  which  strongly  confirm  this 
"view  of  the  general  meaning  of  the  word.  I  add  only  one,  viz., 
t:he  coincidence  between  the  general  classic  meaning  and  what  is 
now  maintained  to  be  its  general  scriptural  meani7ig.  The  pri" 
'^nary  meaning  of  words  is  always  changed  by  generalization, 
tut  the  general  meaning  never  can  change,  unless  there  is  an 
imperious  necessity  for  some  alteration  in  their  specific  mean- 
ing arising  from  a  change  of  particular  facts  or  ideas  of  such 
facts.  Every  one  at  all  acquainted  with  the  process  of  gener- 
alization, must  see  how  incredible,  or  rather  impossible  it  is, 
that  the  general  terms  animal  and  tree^  should  become  each 
u  general  term  in  whose  meaning  that  of  the  other  should  be 
included.  The  same  impossibility  must  have  existed  in  re- 
spect to  the  general  words  renderedyw^^/^y  and  sanctify.  Not- 
withstanding the  changes  and  differences  in  the  specific  mean- 
ings, as  they  are  called,  of  the  word  6ik(u6(^  under  its  general 
classic  meaning,  and  especially  in  the  Scriptures,  it  cannot  be 
shown  that  its  general  classic  meaning,  compared  with  its  gen- 
eral scriptural  meaning,  has  been  changed  at  all,  nor  that  there 


*  The  same  thing  is  true  of  the  Valgate,  as  rendering  the  Greek  and  the 
Hebrew  by  the  Latin  ytoi^  just\fioo, 
23 
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was  in  the  scriptural  use  of  it,  as  a  general  term,  the  slightest 
necessitj^  or  reason  for  changing  it.  On  the  contrary,  wehave 
seen  that  the  general  meaning  of  the  word  is  the  same  in  both 
uses,  viz.,  to  make  right  relatively  in  the  sense  already  ex- 
plained. What  pretense  then  can  there  be  for  asserting  a 
change  in  the  general  meaning  of  the  Word,  so  that  under  this 
shall  be  included  the  specific  meaning  of  malcing  right  ahso- 
lutely  or  intAn^icaUyf  To  suppose  this,  is,  as  we  have  already 
shown,  not  only  without  the  least  warrant  and  wholly  gratui- 
tous, but  against  decisive  proof  to  the  contrary,  arising  in  the 
present  case  from  the  total  absence  of  all  such  ideas  of  things. 
In  addition  to  this,  we  now  see  that  the  supposition  is  forbid- 
den by  one  of  those  established  laws  of  language  which  must 
regulate  all  such  changes. 

2.  Tliat  the  word  6iKat6oj  in  its  general,  scriptural,  forensic 
meaning,  denotes  an  authoritative  act  of  a  judge,  making, 
causing,  determining  a  subject  of  law,  to  stand  right  in  relation 
to  the  sanctions  of  law. 

In  the  Scriptures,  the  word  is  used  in  a  forensic  meaning,  as 
a  common  term  applicable  to  an  act  of  God,  and  of  man  as  a 
judge.  This  is  its  general  forensic  meaning  in  the  Scriptures, 
and  is  that  for  which  we  now  inquire. 

In  this  forensic  use  it  retains  its  most  general  meaning,  which, 
as  we  have  seen,  is  the  same  in  both  its  classic  and  scriptural 
use, — denoting  th^  act  of  making  or  determining  a  person  or 
thing  to  he  relatively  right  But,  as  we  shall  see,  the  general 
forensic  classic  meaning  diflfers  widely  from  the  general  foren- 
sic scriptural  meaning.  The  former  is  the  authointative  act  of 
a  judge  making  or  determining  the  relation  of  a  subject  of  Inw 
to  its  sanctions^  as  one  to  he  rewarded  or  punished  a4)cording  to 
merely  legal  principles  /  or  simply,  a  just  or  right  act  of  a 
judge^  either  in  acquitting  or  condemning  a^ccording  to  merely 
legal  principles,  Tlie  latter  is  the  act  of  a  judge,  muking  or 
determining  the  relation  of  a  suhject  of  law  to  the  sanctions  of 
law  as  one  to  he  rewarded ;  or,  determining  the  subject  of  l<iw 
to  stand  right  in  relation  to  the  sanctions  of  law.  These  state- 
ments are  deemed  sufficient  to  show  the  difference  between 
the  general  forensic  classic  meaning  of  the  word  dituu&oii^  and 
its  general  forensic  scriptural  meaning;  showing  the  act  of 
the  judge  to  be  the  same,  and  the  word  to  have  the  same  gen- 
eral forensic  scriptural  meaning,  whether  the  object  of  the  act 
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be  obedient  or  disobedient  to  law.  All  that  can  be  meant  by 
the  mere  word  in  this  use  is,  simply  that  by  the  authoritative 
act  of  the  judge,  the  subject  of  the  law,  the  object  of  the  act, 
is  made  or  determined  to  stand  inght  in  relation  to  legal  sanc- 
tions. From  the  mere  word,  aside  from  the  known  character 
of  the  judge  and  the  logical  connection,  nothing  can  be  infer- 
red concerning  the  character  or  conduct  of  the  subject  as  obe- 
dient or  disobedient  to  law ;  and  nothing  in  respect  to  the  act 
of  the  judge  as  right  or  wrong,  just  or  unjust,  according  to 
legal  principles.  An  unjust  judge  may  actually  justify  the 
disobedient  subject  under  a  system  of  mere  law.  A  just  judge 
may,  or  rather  yjiW^  justify  the  obedient  subject  under  a  sys- 
tem of  mere  law;  and  a  just  judge  may,  and  in  certain  cases 
will,  justify  the  disobedient  subject  under  a  system  of  law  and 
^race  combined.  Yet  in  these  three  different  particular  cases, 
the  mere  word  justify  {Sikcuocj)  has  one  and  the  same  mean- 
ing, in  which  it  can  be  truly  and  properly  applied  to  tliem  all. 
In  this  sense  the  word  cannot  denote  the  act  of  the  judge 
making  the  subject  of  law  inherently,  subjectively,  and  abso- 
lutely obedient  or  righteous.  Tliis  would  be  palpably  false  in 
two,  not  to  say  in  all  the  supposed  instances.  To  say  that  it 
must  be  true  in  the  third  case,  or  there  can  be  no  act  of  justi- 
Jying^  is  to  affirm  that  there  cannot  be  a  common  meaning  of 
the  word  in  which  it  can  be  truly  applied  to  the  three  cases, 
'which  is  palpably  false.  The  only  true  and  proper  use  of  the 
^yrorA  justify  {diic(u6(M>)  therefore,  as  a  general  forensic  term  in 
^e  Scriptures,  is  to  denote  an  authoritative  act  of  a  judge^ 
whether  he  be  Grod  or  man,  whether  he  be  just  or  unjust,  or 
whether  the  subject  be  obedient  or  disobedient  to  law,  waking 
cw  determining  a  subject  of  law  to  stand  right  in  relation  to  the 
sanctions  of  law. 

That  this  view  of  the  use  and  meaning  of  the  word  diKOi^tii 
tnay  be  further  confirmed,  the  peculiar  system  of  things  under 
'which  the  word  has  ever  been  used  in  the  Scriptures,  mnst  be 
explained. 

This  system  was  not  one  of  niere  law,  but  one  of  law  and 
grace  combined, — one  which  the  Lawgiver  and  Judge  of  men 
adopted,  and  revealed  to  our  first  parents  in  the  hour  of  their 
apostasy  (Gen.  iii.  15),  afterward  to  Abraham  (Gen.  xvii. 
1-9 ;  GaL  iii.  8),  then  to  some  of  his  descendants  by  Moses 
and  the  prophets  (Rom.  iii.  21),  and  finally,  in  its  fuDness  by 
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Christ  and  his  apostles.  In  this  system  there  was  a  grand  pecu- 
liarity of  things,  which  by  controlling  the  ideas  of  men  must 
have  extended  an  influence  to  language  wherever  the  things 
of  this  revelation  have  been  known.  Nor  could  it  be  other- 
wise, even  in  respect  to  that  class  of  words  Avhich  had  acquired 
a  prior  established  use  and  meaning,  when  it  should  become 
necessary  to  employ  them  to  express  the  peculiar  and  moment- 
ous things  of  God's  Moral  Government  over  men,  as  exhib- 
ited by  his  revelation.  Words,  as  I  have  often  had  occasion 
to  say,  necessarily  change  their  meaning  with  the  ideas  and 
knowledge  of  men  respecting  the  things  they  signify.  K,  for 
example,  some  word  which  in  its  prior  or  heathen  use  had  been 
employed  on  some  subject  to  denote  the  act  of  one  man  toward 
another,  should  be  found  employed  in  divine  revelation  on  the 
same  subject  to  denote  an  act  of  God,  and  if  the  word  in  the 
former  use  would  admit  of  or  had  acquired  a  broader  applica- 
tion than  it  would  consistently  with  truth,  admit  of  in  the  lat- 
ter, still  it  would  be  applied  to  the  latter,  and  of  course  in  a 
new  and  limited  meaning,  so  far  as  the  exigencies  of  truth 
and  the  nature  of  facts  would  allow  and  require. 

Now  under  that  peculiar  system  of  law  and  grace  which 
God  has  revealed,  and  under  which,  since  the  fall  of  man,  he 
administers  his  Moral  Government  over  men,  no  word  could, 
in  accordance  with  the  truths  or  things  of  this  revelation,  come 
into  use  in  that  forensic  sense  in  which  the  Greeks  had  used 
the  wortl  6ik<u6g)^  and  other  nations  some  synonymous  word  or 
phrase,  in  application  to  obedient  subjects  under  a  system  of 
mere  law.  The  reason  is,  that  none  of  the  facts  or  things 
which  are  the  only  possible  basis  of  such  a  use  of  the  word, 
exist  under  God's  moral  administration  over  men.  Before  the 
apostasy  of  man,  such  a  use  of  language  under  God's  Moral 
Government  as  it  then  was,  may  be  supposed  possible.  But 
from  the  time  of  that  event,  this  government  of  God  over  meu 
has  been  administered  only  over  disobedient  subjects.  There 
being  no  obedient  subject,  there  could  be  no  act  of  God  acquit- 
ting such  a  subject  of  the  legal  penalty,  and  giving  him  a  title 
to  a  legal  reward  de  meriio^  or  as  an  obedient  subject.  No 
word  therefore  could  with  truth  be  used  to  denote  such  an  act 
-•u  the  part  of  God.  There  neither  was  nor  could  be,  a  right 
or  just  judgment  de  merito  of  obedient  subjects  of  the  law  of 
his  Moral  Government,  for  there  were  no  such  subjects!    If 
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then  the  Greek  <Jticai6w,  or  any  other  word,  was  applied  to  de- 
note the  act  of  God  in  determining  a  subject  of  his  law  to 
stand  right  in  relation  to  its  sanctions,  it  must  be  in  a  very 
different  sense  from  that  of  its  classic  or  heathen  import.  In 
its  classic  forensic  use,  it  could  be  applied  either  to  the  act 
of  acquitting  an  obedient  subject  of  law,  or  of  condemning  a 
disobedient  subject.  But  under  God's  moral  administration  it 
could  not  be  applied  to  either :  to  the  former,  because  there 
was  no  such  subject  and  no  such  act;  to  the  latter,  for  it  could 
not  be  forensically  applied  as  it  is  in  the  Scriptures,  exclu- 
sively to  the  act  of  God  in  placing  the  disobedient  subject  of 
law  right  in  relation  to  its  sanctions. 

Further:  there  is  no  act  of  God  as  a  judge  under  the  re- 
vealed system  of  grace,  directly  determining  the  relation  of 
men  to  the  sanctions  of  law,  according  to  the  principles  of 
mere  law.  It  is  the  docti-ine  of  Paul,  that  the  whole  world 
will  be  judged  according  to  the  Gospel.  I  shall  have  occasion 
to  treat  more  extensively  of  this  topic  in  another  connection. 
I  only  say  here,  that  none  of  the  human  race  will  be  judged  on 
the  last  day,  nor  of  course  in  this. life,  according  to  merely 
legal  principles.  Even  the  heathen  may  know  "  that  God  is, 
and  is  a  rewarder  of  them  that  diligently  seek  him,"  and  there- 
fore may  and  will  be  judged  substantially  acicording  to  the 
Gospel ;  i.  e.,  for  having  disobeyed  what  the  apostle  calls  "  the 
law  of  faith,"  as  the  great  rule  of  final  judgment.  There  was 
indeed  a  great  fact  assumed  and  acted  upon  on  the  part  of  God 
in  the  very  act  of  providing  an  economy  of  grace,  viz.,  that 
Adam  and  all  his  descendants  were  viewed  as  sinners,  and  as 
«uch,  would  and  must,  according  to  the  principles  of  mere  law 
or  of  strict  justice  under  a  system  of  mere  law,  be  condenmed 
to  bear  the  legal  penalty  of  sin.  Tlie  case  was  hopeless  with- 
out an  economy  of  grace.  But  instead  of  pronouncing  the 
sentence  of  law,  or  dooming  the  race  as  they  under  this  view 
deserved  to  bear  the  penalty  of  the  law,  that  so  none  could  be 
redeemed  and  saved,  God  at  once  introduced  an  economy  of 
grace,  arresting  both  the  sentence  of  the  law  and  the  execution 
of  its  penalty.  It  is  true,  that  under  this  economy  of  grace 
there  was  another  sentence  than  that  of  law ;  not  of  course  con- 
demning all  to  bear  the  legal  penalty  of  sin,  but  a  sentence 
tig  naroKpma^  implying  and  proving  the  sin  of  all  men,  and 
thus  the  justice  of  their  condemnation  according  to  law.     In 
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this  import  and  bearing  of  this  sentence,  though  it  cannot  witl 
even  the  show  of  propriety  or  truth  be  called  a  sentence  o 
condemnaium^  it  is  with  exact  precision  and  truth  called  by  th 
apostle  a  sentence  u7ito  condemnation.  Nothing  could  be  mor 
remote  from  his  mind  than  the  idea  of  a  sentence  of  God — on 
too,  fully  executed — dooming  the  whole  race  of  men  to  bea 
the  legal  penalty  of  sin  under  an  economy  of  grace.  If  the; 
there  is  and  can  be  no  act  of  God  as  a  Judge  under  the  re 
Tealed  system  of  grace,  determining,  that  is,  unchangeably  fij 
ing  the  relation  of  any  of  our  race  to  sanctions  of  law  accor<l 
ing  to  the  principles  of  mere  law  or  of  strict  justice,  then  hoi 
could  the  word  (5ticai6(i>,  or  any  other  in  the  full  forensic  sens 
of  its  'classic  or  heathen  use,  be  applied  in  the  Scriptures  t 
denote  such  an  act  of  God  ? 

No  word  then,  having  the  same  general  forensic  meanin 
under  a  merely  legal  system  which  the  Greek  word  doccuoa)  ha 
under  such  a  system,  could  in  such  a  meaning  find  a  place  in  th 
Scriptures  to  denote  any  act  of  God,  especially  that  which  a< 
quits  men  of  the  penalty  of  his  law.  The  meaning  in  such  a 
application  would  be  plaiply  false.  God  actually  ^'ii^4/&;#  onl 
disobedient  subjects  of  his  law. 

As  then  the  word  SikcuSu)  is  actually  used  in  the  Scripture 
to  denote  the  act  of  God  placing  only  disobedient  subjects  c 
his  law  right  in  relation  to  its  sanctions,  it  must  either  be  falsel 
applied,  or  it  must  lose  much  of  its  general  forensic  meanin. 
as  a  classic  word,  and  refers  to  this  act  of  God  in  another  an* 
a  very  different  sense.  The  word  in  this  application,  as  in  sia 
ilar  cases,  would  retain  its  most  general  classic,  and  some  of  it 
general  forensic  classic  meaning,  as  the  connecting  link  \h 
tween  ite  antecedent  and  subsequent  meaning  and  use.  ] 
would  however,  unavoidably  lose  so  much  of  its  general  fores 
sic  classic  meaning  as  would  be  inapplicable  and  false,  and  ye 
retain  so  much  of  it  as  would  be  true  in  its  new  applieation 
This  meaning  would  become  the  general  forensic  meaning  c 
the  word  in  the  Scriptures,  whether  applied  to  the  act  of  Go< 
or  to  the  act  of  a  human  judge.  As  applied  to  the  act  of  God 
the  particular  act  would  respect  a  disobedient  subject  of  law 
as  applied  to  the  act  of  a  just  human  judge,  the  particular  ac 
would  respect  an  obedient  subject  of  law.  Either  of  the» 
would  be  called  an  act  oiju%tifyin<j  as  a  general  forensic  term 
as  truly  and  properly  as  tJie  other.    Tlie  only  meaning  of  thi 
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word  common  to  both  cases,  is  of  course  that  of  an  authorita- 
tive act  of  ajudge^  making  or  canning  a  subject  of  law  to  stand 
right  in  relation  to  the  sanctions  of  law. 

K,  as  I  claim  to  have  shown,  the  Greek  word  Siicaido)  in  a 
heathen  sense  cannot  be  employed  under  a  system  of  law  and 
grace,  and  of  course  never  in  the  Scriptures,  then  the  way  is 
prepared  as  I  proposed, 

To  ascertain  the  general  forensic  meaning  of  the  word  when 
used  under  the  system  of  law  and  grace  which  the  Scriptures 
reveal. 

I  have  said,  that  the  word  in  this  use  and  meaning  denotes 
the  authoritative  act  of  ajudge^  making  or  causing  a  subject  of 
law  to  stand  right  in  relation  to  its  sanctions, 

I  remark  tlien,  that  the  classic  in  becoming  a  scriptural  word, 
would  lose  so  much  of  its  general  forensic  meaning  as  a  classic 
word  as  would  be  inapplicable  and  false,  and  yet  retain  so  much 
of  that  meaning  as  would  be  true  in  its  new  application.  The 
general  forensic  meaning  in  its  new  application  would  be  that 
which  would  be  comrruyn  to  all  cases  of  its  actual  use.  It  would 
be  actually  employed  to  denote  the  act  of  God  as  a  judge,  and 
also  to  denote  an  act  of  man  as  a  judge.  As  applied  to  the  act 
of  God,  it  would  respect  his  act  done  to  a  disobedient  subject 
of  his  law;  as  applied  to  that  of  a  human  judge,  it  would 
respect  his  act  as  done  to  an  obedient  or  to  a  disobedient  subject 
of  law.  Either  of  these  would  in  this  use  be  called  an  act  of 
justifying  a  subject  of  law  as  a  general  forensic  term,  and  of 
course  without  denoting  their  specific  difference,  as  truly  and 
properly  as  the  other.  There  is  no  avoiding  this  change  in  the 
meaning  of  the  word  in  its  new  application,  unless  we  suppose 
the  coining  of  a  new  one,  which  is  wholly  uusupposable,  or  that 
no  word  is  used  to  denote  this  act  of  God.  But  no  sooner  is  the 
use  of  the  classic  word  sanctioned  by  usage  in  application  to 
this,  than  it  acquires  as  we  commonly  speak,  a  new  specific 
meaning,  even  that  of  placing  a  disobedient  subject  of  law  right 
in  relation  to  its  sanctions.  But  the  word,  for  the  reasons  just 
given,  will  be  applied  also  to  the  act  of  a  human  judge,  one 
which  places  an  obediefit  and  even  a  disobedient  subject  of  law 
right  in  relation  to  its  sanctions.  Thus  the  classic  word  SiKcuSui, 
U>just\fyy  would  unavoidably  be  applied  in  common  to  both  of 
these,  and  either  be  as  properly  called  an  act  of  justifying  as 
the  other.     But  what  meaning  is  common  to  both  ?    Pl^nly 
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dient  subjects  of  his  law,  but  to  the  authoritative  act  of  human 
judges  in  respect  to  both  obedient  and  disobedient  subjects  of 
civil  law,  in  one  and  the  same  general  meaning.  Thus  we 
read  in  Deut.  xxv.  1 :  "Then  shall  they  (the  judges)  justify  the 
righteous  and  condemn  the  wicked ;"  in  Prov.  xvii.  15 :  '•  He 
that  justifieth  the  wicked,  and  he  that  condenmeth  the  right- 
eous ;"  and  in  Isaiah  v.  23 :  "  Who  justify  the  wicked  for  a  re- 
ward." Here  it  is  plain  that  the  word  justift/  has  a  meaning 
common  to  both  cases,  to  the  righteous  and  the  wicked.  The 
word-therefore  denotes  the  same  act  in  respect  to  both — the 
authoritative  act  of  a  judge,  determining  that  a  subject  of  law 
stands  right  in  relation  to  its  sanctions. 

In  further  confirmation  of  what  has  been  said,  we  now  refer 
to  the  use  of  the  Greek  word  diKcuocj  by  the  Seventy,  in  their 
translation  of  the  Hebrew  Scriptures.  When  they  undertook 
this  work,  they  found  no  such  act  on  the  part  of  God  in  respect 
to  obedient  subjects  of  his  law,  as  a  right  or  just  judgment  de 
merito^  or  according  to  the  principles  of  distributive  justice. 
Of  course  they  found  no  Hebrew  word  strictly  synonymous 
with  the  Greek  word  diKcudcj  as  a  classic  word — no  Hebrew 
word  used  to  denote  an  act  of  God  as  the  Lawgiver  and  Judge 
of  men,  determining  obedient  subjects  of  his  law  to  stand 
right  in  relation  to  its  sanctions.  Yet  they  found  a  prominent 
aod  peculiar  fact  in  divine  revelation,  and  also  a  word  for  it ; 
and  one  which,  had  the  facts  been  the  same,  would  have  been 
used  as  strictly  synonymous  with  the  Greek  word.  This  fact 
is  the  authoritative  act  of  God  determining  some  of  t/te  diso- 
ledient  subjects  of  his  law  to  stand  right  in  relation  to  its 
sanctions;  to  denote  which,  the  Greek  word  in  some  of  its 
Greek  meanings  would,  according  to  the  laws  of  usage  which 
regulate  such  changes,  be  used  by  the  translators.  For  tlie 
universal  law  of  usage  in  such  cases  is,  not  to  coin  a  new  word 
to  denote  the  difference  in  things,  but  to  use  an  old  one  which 
had  already  been  applied  to  that  which  in  some  essential  re- 
spects is  the  same  thing  as  that  to  be  designated,  and  in  such  a 
modified  or  restricted  meaning  as  the  exigency  requires.  By 
this  law  of  usage,  the  Greek  translators  of  the  Old  Testament 
were  led  in  the  present  and  many  other  cases  to  employ  Greek 
words  in  so  much  and  only  so  much  of  their  Greek  meaning  as 
would  express  Hebrew  ideas  or  conceptions,  on  substantially 

the  same  or  similar  subjects.     This  use  of  words  by  the  Sev- 
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enty,  is  the  principal  source  of  the  Hebrew  idiom  of  the  Greek 
language,  or  of  Hellenistic  Greek,  which  so  prevails  in  the  New 
Testament.  ^  Accordingly,  the  Hebrew  fact  and  conception  of 
the  fact  in  the  case  under  consideration,  being  as  we  have 
stated,  these  translators  instead  of  using  the  word  ducaioui  in  its 
full  generic  forensic  meaning  in  which  the  Greeks  had  used  it, 
were  unavoidably  led  by  the  law  of  usage  to  employ  the  word 
in  a  meaning  conformed  to  the  Hebrew  fact  and  Hebrew  con- 
ception of  the  fact.  They  found  tlie  Hebrew  word  correspond- 
ing with  the  Greek  word  when  used  forensically,  so  applied  to 
ap  authoritative  act  of  God  and  to  certain  authoritative  acts  of 
men,  as  to  show  that  it  was  used  in  a  very  different  meaning 
as  a  general  term  from  the  classic  meaning  of  the  Greek  word. 
They  were  not  only  under  the  necessity  of  translating  the  He- 
brew by  its  corresponding  Greek  word,  but  of  conforming  to 
the  Hebrew  meaning  in  this  use ;  i.  e.,  they  were  under  the 
necessity  of  using  the  Greek  word  diKcuocj^  to  denote  in  its  gen- 
eral forensic  meaning,  the  authoritative  a^t  of  a  judge  ^  det4^7inr 
ining  the  subject  of  law  to  stand  right  in  relation  to  the  sano- 
timis  of  law. 

What  has  been  said  is  deemed  sufficient  to  show,  not  only  in 
what  meaning  the  Hebrew  word  in  the  Old  Testament  and  the 
Greek  word  in  the  Septuagint  which  we  translated  by  the  word 
justify^  are  employed  when  used  forensically,  but  also  in  what 
meaning  the  Greek  word  when  thus  employed  is  used  in  the 
New  Testament.  No  one  doubts  that  the  Gi*eek  of  the  New 
Testament  is  Hellenistic ;  that  is,  classic  Greek  so  modified  in 
the  use  of  important  words  as  to  express  Hebrew  ideas  or  con- 
ceptions. From  this  it  follows  that  the  Greek  word  dmaiUii 
when  used  by  Christ  and  his  apostles  forensically,  denotes  noth- 
ing more  and  nothing  less  in  its  generic  import,  than  the  au- 
thoritative act  of  a  judge,,  deteiiminiTig  that  a  svhject  of  law 
stands  right  in  relation  to  the  sanctions  of  law. 

The  same  thing  will  follow  from  admitting  that  the  Greek 
word  diKaiocj  is  correctly  translated  by  the  English  word  justify. 
This  is  indeed  an  argument  only  with  those  who  admit  the  cor- 
rectness of  this  translation.  And  yet  there  are  so  many  even 
among  Protestants,  who  deny  or  doubt  on  this  point,  that  the 
argument  for  our  purpose  ought  not  to  be  omitted.  Assuming 
then  the  correctness  of  the  translation  of  the  Greek  word  by 
the  English  word  jicstifg^  the  only  question  is,  what  is  its  ge- 
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neric  forensic  meaning?  And  it  will  not  be  pretended  that  it 
does  not  include  all  that  which  I  have  said  constitutes  this, 
viz.,  the  authoritative  act  of  a  judge  determining  a  subject  of 
law  to  stand  right  in  relation  to  the  sanctions  of  law.  Does  it 
then  include  any  thing  more  ?  Does  it  denote  and  so  determ- 
ine the  personal  character  of  the  subject?  This  cannot  be 
true.  For  the  act  of  Justification,  as  every  one  knows,  under 
mere  law,  and  according  to  the  strict  principles  of  law,  suppo- 
ses a  previous  trial  and  decision  or  judgment  respecting  the 
personal  character  of  the  subject.  On  this  the  act  of  Justifi- 
cation is,  and  must  in  the  case  supposed,  be  founded.  It  is  true 
that  in  a  known  case  of  equitable  judg^inent  under  mere  law, 
the  Justification  of  the  subject  is  proof  of  his  personal  obedi- 
ence to  law.  One  fact  implies  the  other  as  the  effect  implies 
its  cause.  But  the  one  is  as  distinct  from  the  other,  as  the  trial 
is  from  the  judgment  founded  upon  it.  Nor  is  the  inference 
respecting  personal  character  authorized  by  the  mere  fact  of 
Justification.  Other  facts,  viz.,  that  the  judgment  is  made 
under  mere  law  and  that  it  is  a  just  judgment,  must  be  known 
to  authorize  the  inference  respecting  tlie  personal  character  of 
the  subject.  Besides,  as  we  have  seen,  there  may  be  a  full  and 
perfect  Justification,  whatever  be  tlie  pei-sonal  character  of  the 
subject.  Prov.  xvii.  15:  "lie  that  justifieth  the  wicked,"  &c. 
In  short,  as  the  word  is  properly  applied  to  the  act  of  God  just- 
ifying the  disobedient,  and  to  that  of  the  human  judge  in  justi- 
fying both  the  obedient  and  disobedient,  it  is  plain  that  the  word 
cannot  denote  an  act  of  a  judge  done  according  to  the  personal 
deserts  of  the  subject,  nor  according  to  the  principles  of  either 
distributive  or  general  justice,  but  only  an  authoritative  act 
of  a  judge  determining  a  subject  of  law  to  stand  right  in  rela- 
tion to  the  sanctions  of  law. 

The  same  thing  may  be  abundantly  shown  from  the  usage  of 
the  New  Testament.  It  is  sufficient  to  refer  to  the  epistles  of 
Paul,  who  so  largely  treats  the  subject,  especially  in  his  Epistle 
to  the  Komans  and  that  to  the  Galatians.  Tlie  prominent  de- 
sign of  the  apostle  is,  to  deny  that  any  are  justified  by  works  ' 
of  law,  and  to  assert  that  some  are  justified  by  faith ;  or  that 
disobedient  subjects  (sinners)  and  none  others  who  believe,  are 
justified.  He  thus  with  the  most  studious  precision  of  lan- 
guage denies  one  and  the  self-same  thing  (actual  Justification) 
in  connection  with  works  of  law,  or  with  obedience  to  law, 
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which  he  asserts  in  connection  with  faith  without  works.     The 
word  Justificaiioyi^  when  he  asserts  Justification  not  to  be  by 
works  of  law,  cannot  be  specifically  Justification  according  to 
the  principles  of  distributive  justice,  or  the  personal  deserts  of 
the  subject;  for  he  asserts  the  self-same  tiling  to  be  by  faith 
without  works,  or  without  obedience  to  law  ;  which  of  course 
cannot  be  according  to  the  principles  of  distributive  justice. 
Nor  can  the  word  Justification  be  used  in  any  more  specific 
meaning  so  far  as  the  mere  word  is  concerned,  than  that  which 
might  be  predicated  of  a  human  though  unjust  judge,    what- 
ever it  might  be  infen^ed  to  mean  from  the  character  of  God, 
had  the  apostle  actually  predicated  of  God  what  he  denies, 
viz.,  the  act  of  justifying  the  obedient.     lie  had  no  occasion  to 
use  the  word  in  this  connection  in  any  other  than  its  generic 
forensic  sense,  since  to  deny  the  act  in  this,  is  virtually  to  deny 
it  in  every  subordinate  specific  sense.     Xor  could  he  employ  it 
in  any  other  with  truth,  for  he  uses  it  in  a  common  meaning  in 
two  cases,  denying  Justification  by  works  of  law,  and  asserting 
Justification  by  faith.     K  therefore  he  intends  either  more  or 
less  by  Justificaiimi  in  one  case  than  in  the  other,  then  the 
meaning  of  his  language  properly  interpreted  cannot  be  true. 
He  could  not  be  understood  to  mean  in  the  former  case  a  nier- 
itonoiLa  Justification,  without  being  understood  to  intend  it  in 
the  latter,  which  is  plainly  absurd  and  impossible.     He  could 
not  be  understood  to  mean,  as  some  suppose,  merely  pardon  in 
the  latter,  without  being  understood  to  intend  merely  pardon  in 
the  former,  which  would  also  be  plainly  absurd  and  impossi- 
ble.    What  then  must  he  be  understood  to  mean  by  the  word 
in  both  cases,  except  an  act  of  the  judge  which  is  common  to 
both, — an  authoritative  act  of  the  judge,  determining  the  sub- 
ject of  law  to  stand  relatively  right  in  respect  to  its  sanctions? 
Inference, — From  this  view  of  the  general  forensic  meaning 
of  the  word  Justification,  I  infer,  contrary  to  the  opinion  of 
some,  that  Justification  is  not  exactly  synonymous  with  pardon 
or  forgiveness.     Justification,  as  we  have  seen,  designates  noth- 
ing in  regard  to  the  personal  character  of  the  subject ;  while 
the  words  pardon  and  forgiveness  expressly  recognize  his  pre- 
vious sin.     It  is  true  indeed,  that  in  most  instances  in  the  New 
Testament,  the  term  Justifi<iaiwn  when  applied  to  men  is  used 
in  such  a  connection  as  distinctly  shows  their  previous  sin. 
Thus  Justification  hy  faith^  justified  hy  qrace^  justified  without 
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the  deeds  of  the  law^jvstifieth  the  ungodly^  are  phrases  which 
recognize  the  sin  of  the  subject, — a  necessary  combination  of 
terras  for  the  purpose,  which  clearly  shows  that  the  mere  word 
justify  does  not  designate  and  is  not  intended  to  designate  the 
same  fact.  By  this  however,  I  do  not  intend  to  say  that  the 
mere  word  asserts  or  implies  that  the  subject  is  not  a  sinner ; 
but  simply  that  the  term  itself  does  not  decide  either  that  he 
is  or  that  he  is  not.  To  say  that  one  isju^tified^  merely  ex- 
presses his  right  relation  to  the  sanctions  of  law,  as  this  results 
from  and  is  determined  by  the  authoritative  act  of  the  Judge. 
But  while  the  term  Justification  does  not  express  or  imply 
the  particular  idea  of  pardon  or  forgiveness,  either  of  these 
terms  under  a  perfect  moral  administration,  implies  all  that 
Justification  denotes.  Under  the  imperfect  governments  of 
men,  pardons,  as  terms  are  used,  are  mere  arbitrary  acts — acts 
often  of  mere  State  policy  or  of  favoritism,  as  opposed  to 
every  principle  of  justice  or  equity.  The  prerogative  to  par- 
don is  the  result  only  of  the  fallibility  of  the  supreme  tribunal, 
and  proceeds  entirely,  when  unperverted,  on  the  assumed  inno- 
cence of  the  pardoned  subject,  and  is  only,  in  this  view  of  it, 
placing  the  subject  right  in  relation  to  legal  sanctions ;  i.  e., 
justifying  him  as  an  obedient  subject.  Iluman  governments 
however,  in  their  palpable  violations  of  the  principles  of  Moral 
Government,  furnish  neither  precise  examples  of  things,  nor  of 
words,under  a  perfect  moral  administration.  In  these  viola- 
tions, for  which  they  must  have  names  to  conceal  their  nature, 
they  may  remit  penalty  without  regarding  the  remission  as 
restoring  the  subject  to  the  fullness  of  that  relation  to  the  sanc- 
tions of  law  which  is  secured  by  obedience,  and  this  may  be 
called  a  pardon.  The  offender  may  be  a  prime  minister,  or  a 
military  commander  whose  influence  and  power  may  render 
his  punishment  inexpedient,  but  who,  tliough  pardoned^  is 
nevertheless  not  considered  as  justified;  i.  e.,  as  standing  in 
the  same  relation  to  legal  sanctions  in  which  he  would  have 
stood  without  transgression.  He  is  restored  to  some  or  many 
of  the  immunities  of  an  obedient  subject.*  But  he  cannot  be 
properly  said  to  be  justified;  certainly  not,  merely  as  par- 
doned.   The  reason  that  he  cannot,  is,  that  the  terms  are  not 


^  We  have  an  iUustration  in  the  permiBsion  given  to  Absalom  to  return  to 
JeruBalem,  but  not  to  see  the  king's  face  (2  Samuel  ziv.  82). 
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strictly  synonymous.  He  is  not  considered  as  sustaining  the 
same  relation  to  the  sanctions  of  law  as  had  he  not  violated  it. 
He  is  not  justified  in  any  proper  sense  of  the  word.  He  is 
partially  or  wholly  exempted  from  punishment,  while  every 
principle  of  law  or  of  justice  demands  it.  There  is  a  dispensa- 
tion which  provides  a  middle  state  for  a  subject  of  law  be- 
tween punishment  and  reward — a  dispensation  which  aban- 
dons law  by  recognizing  the  subject  as  sustaining  in  fact  no 
legal  relation  ;  for  it  neither  restores  him  to  the  standing  of  an 
obedient  subject,  nor  treats  him  as  a  transgressor.  It  simply 
exempts  him  from  punishment  as  one  who  is  lawless  by  privi- 
lege. This  may  be  called  a  pardon  for  want  of  a  better  term ; 
but  to  identify  it  with  a  pardon  granted  under  a  perfect  moral 
administration,  is  a  burlesque.  Such  an  anomaly  of  legal  pro- 
cedure in  heaven's  judicatory,  and  such  looseness  in  the  use  of 
language  resulting  from  it,  are  unknown.  Under  a  perfect 
Moral  Government  no  transgressor  can  be  pardoned  without  a 
full  recognition  of  his  relation  to  law  as  its  subject,  and  a  full 
manifestation  of  its  sustained  authority  in  the  grant.  Grod's 
law  knows  no  middle  ground  on  which  its  subject  can  stand 
between  condemnation  and  Justification — no  intervening  allot- 
ment or  condition  at  last,  but  the  endurance  of  its  penalty  or 
the  enjoyment  of  its  immunities.  There  is  therefore  no  re- 
demption from  punishment  to  him,  who  is  not,  with  all  the 
principles  of  law,  supported  in  a  state  of  acceptance  with  God, 
— no  pardon  without  Justification.  The  act  of  God  which 
pardons,  also  justifies,  and  the  act  of  God  which  justifies,  also 
pardons. 


With  this  view  of  the  generic  forensic  meaning  of  the  word 
Justification,  which  as  a  juridical  act  is  alike  applicable  to  Grod 
and  to  man,  I  now  proj)08e  to  show  more  particularly  what  is 
this  act  of  God  as  the  Moral  Ruler  and  Judge  of  men.  In 
giving  this  general  forensic  definition  of  the  word,  I  have  per- 
haps defined  it  with  sufficient  particularity  for  most  specula- 
tive and  practical  purposes.  And  yet  in  my  view,  it  is 
highly  important  to  describe  it  with  more  of  that  fullness  of 
import  in  which  it  is  constantly  presented  to  us  in  the  Scrip- 
tures, that  by  giving  it  greater  precision  we  may  exclude 
those  errors  from  the  whole  subject,  which  since  the  early  ages 
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of  the  Christian  Church  have  Leen,  and  still  are,  more  or  less 
connected  with  it. 

The  human  mind  is  ever  prone  to  view  forensic  Justification, 
i.  e.,  Justification  in  which  the  full  authority  of  law  is  recog- 
nized, as  a  strictly  legal  act ;  an  act  according  to  the  mere  prin- 
ciples of  law;  an  SLCtdemerito,  The  earliest  sacrifices,  which 
had  their  origin  evidently  in  divine  institution,  were  sacrifices 
for  sin.  I  need  not  say  how  difficult  to  prevent  their  perver- 
sion, even  under  the  light  of  divine  revelation.  These  rites  were 
perpetuated  hi/  tradition  among  the  earliest  heathen  nations, 
and  were  thus  perpetuated,  though  not  to  the  utter  exclusion 
of  all  ideas  of  sin,  or  of  sin  in  the  conscience,  yet  as  an  equiv- 
alent for  the  obedience  not  rendered  to  law ;  or  the  sin  com- 
mitted, and  as  such  an  equivalent  were  supposed  to  invest  the 
offerer  with  the  same  legal  claim — the  same  claim  de  merito^  as 
had  he  not  sinned.  This  was  the  view  of  the  people  of  Israel 
when  delivered  from  Egypt,  which  was  ineffectually  corrected 
under  the  Mosaic  dispensation,  and  which,  when  this  dispensa- 
tion was  done  away  by  the  Messiah,  had  become  almost  uni- 
versally prevalent.  Since  the  establishment  of  Christianity  in 
this  dark  world,  this  error  in  its  essential  nature  or  principle, 
as  representing  or  viewing  Justification  before  God  as  a  strictly 
Ugal  act — an  act  de  merito,  or  according  to  the  legal  merit  of 
the  subject — ^is  scarcely  less  apparent.  In  this  false  principle 
men  are  confirmed,  not  only  by  their  pride  and  self-gratulation, 
but  by  its  early  and  familiar  application  in  civit,  and  to  a  great 
extent  in  parental  government.  Hence  to  distinguish  the 
forensic  act  of  God  in  justifying,  from  that  of  a  human  judge, 
and  to  familiarize  the  difference  to  the  minds  of  men,  is  impor- 
tant in  proportion  as  it  is  difficult  and  unusual.  Perhaps  every 
other  serious  error  on  the  general  subject  might  be  traced  to 
that  to  which  we  have  now  adverted,  as  its  true  source.  Thus 
in  the  Romish  doctrine,  the  principle  de  mento  is  formally 
avowed.  To  what  extent  it  has  been  made  practical  by  the 
Romish  hierarchy  need  not  be  said.  Or  if  we  examine  closely 
the  doctrine  of  the  Reformation,  which  is  claimed  to  be  so 
directly  opposed  to  the  principle  of  merit  or  to  the  strict  prin- 
ciples of  law,  the  doctrine  of  Justification  by  faith  only,  what 
is  it  as  fully  unfolded  in  its  more  prevalent  form  of  the  Impur 
(<Uion  of  Christ's  righteousness — of  what  is  called  his  active 
and  passive  obedience  to  the  believer,  and  made  his  righteous- 
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ness  by  a  mystical  union  with  Christ,  so  that  it  becomes  as 
really  his  righteousness,  as  would  be  his  own  personal  perfect 
obedience  to  law  in  heart  and  life,  and  as  his  invests  him  in 
every  respect  in  which  such  obedience  would  invest  him  with 
a  claim  de  merito — what  is  this  but  a  claim  to  Justification 
solely  according  to  the  principles  of  law,  not  only  those  of  gen- 
eral but  also  of  d tstr ihttive  jusiicai  But  without  dwelling  on 
these  or  other  reasons  for  so  doing,  I  now  proceed  to  con- 
firm the  answer  already  given  to  our  leading  inquiry,  or  to 
show  that 

Jmitfication  as  the  act  of  Ood  in  the  relation  of  the  Law- 
giver sind  Judge  of  men  is  an  authoritatixfc  act — making^  caus- 
ing^ determining  a  disohedient  subject  of  his  law  to  stand  rel- 
atively right  in  resj}ect  to  its  sanctions ^  not  a/^coi'ding  to  the 
princij)7es  of  dlstrihitive  justice^  hut  according  to  the  princi- 
ples of  general  justice  and  of  general  benevolence, 

When  I  speak  of  the  meaning  of  the  word  in  this  particular 
application  to  God,  I  would  guard  against  one  misapprehen- 
sion. In  all  such  cases,  it  is  to  be  remembered  that  what  in  the 
common  way  of  speaking  is  called  the  particular  meaning  of  a 
general  term,  is  not  strictly  speaking  the  meanmg  of  the  mere 
word ;  but  rather  that  of  the  writer  or  speaker,  as  this  is  shown 
by  the  connection  and  manner  of  use  in  each  case.  Hence 
what  is  commonly  called  the  particular  meaning  of  the  word 
justify^  when  applied  to  God  as  the  Judge  of  men,  is  that 
which  is  the  meaning  of  the  writer  as  shown  by  the  word  and 
by  its  connection,  by  the  nature  of  the  subject,  or  by  any 
thing  else  which  is  good  evidence  of  his  meaning.  With  this 
remark  in  mind,  and  according  to  the  only  principles  or  laws 
of  interpretation  aj^plicable  to  the  case,  I  now  propose  to 
establish  the  view  above  given  of  the  act  of  God  under  con- 
sideration. 

Tlie  controlling  principle  or  law  of  usage  and  interpretation 
in  all  cases  like  the  present,  and  the  one  on  which  I  rely  is, 
that  whether  a  general  term  is  to  be  understood  in  any  mean- 
ing other  than  the  most  general,  depends  on  evidence  furnished 
by  the  known  nature  of  the  subject,  the  connection  and  man- 
ner of  use,  and  that  the  particular  meaning  is  to  be  deter- 
mined by  such  evidence  in  each  particular  case. 

According  to  this  principle,  the  following  things  are  deemed 
undeniable  and  incontrovertible : 
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First — If  we  could  suppose  the  word  justify,  or  Justifica- 
tion, or  any  equivalent  word,  to  be  so  used  in  the  Scriptures 
that  we  could  not  decide  it  to  be  employed  in  one  meaning 
rather  than  another,  then  we  must  understand  it  in  its  most 
general  meaning,  as  this  has  ever  been  controlled  and  determ- 
ined in  all  languages,  when  referring  to  a  system  of  law  and 
grace.  According  to  what  has  been  said,  there  would  in  this 
case  be  decisive  evidence  of  this,  and  of  no  further  or  other 
meaning.  Its  classic  use  would  be  changed,  as  already  ex- 
plained. 

Secondly — ^If  we  suppose  the  word  to  be  so  employed  that  we 
can  decide  nothing  more  than  that  it  is  \\&Qi^  forenmcaUy^  then 
we  can  decide  nothing  to  be  meant  beyond  an  authoritative  act 
of  a  judge,  determining  that  a  subject  of  law  stands  right  in 
relation  to  its  sanctions ;  or  that  he  is  to  be  exempted  from  the 
legal  penalty  and  secured  in  a  legal  reward.  But  in  such  a 
case  we  could  not  decide  whether  the  judge  were  God  or 
man;  whether  the  subject  were  obedient  or  disobedient  to 
law ;  whether  the  act  of  Justification  were  strictly  conformed 
to  a  system  of  mere  law,  or  were  modified  by  a  system  of 
grace ;  whether  it  were  according  to  the  principles  of  distribu- 
tive and  general  justice  and  of  general  benevolence,  or  whether 
some  or  all  of  those  principles  were  not  dispensed  with  or 
violated.  Any  one  of  these  questions  must  be  decided,  if  at 
all,  on  other  grounds  than  the  mere  forensic  use  of  the  word 


Thirdly — If  we  suppose  the  evidence  to  require  the  assump- 
tion of  the  perfect  character  of  the  judge,  and  that  the  act  of 
justifying  is  mider  a  system  of  mere  law,  then  we  must  under- 
stand the  act  to  respect  an  obedient  subject  of  law,  and  to  be 
according  to  the  principles  of  distributive  and  general  justice, 
and  also  of  general  benevolence. 

Fourthly — K  we  have  no  authorized  belief  respecting  the 
character  of  the  judge,  and  suppose  the  act  of  justifying  to  be 
under  a  system  of  mere  law,  then  we  cannot  decide  whether 
the  subject  be  obedient  or  disobedient  to  law,  nor  whether  the 
act  be  in  accordance  with  the  above  principles,  or  in  violation 
of  them. 

Fifthly — If  we  suppose  the  facts  in  the  last  case,  with  this 
difference  only,  that  the  subject  is  disobedient  to  law,  then  the 
act  of  justifying  is  in  violation  of  the  foregoing  principles 
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Sixthly — And  without  supposing  all  the  variety  of  cases 
which  are  supposable,  if  we  have  proof  that  the  Lawgiver  and 
Judge  is  perfect  in  moral  character,  that  he  administers  his 
Moral  Government  under  a  system  of  law  and  grace  (and 
through  an  Atonement),  and  justifies  a  disobedient  subject  of 
his  law,  then  we  are  bound  to  regard  the  act  as  done,  not  in- 
deed according  to  the  principles  of  distributive  justice,  but 
consistently  with  the  principles  of  general  justice  and  of  gen- 
eral benevolence.  I  say,  not  accord inff  to  the princijoles  of  di^ 
trihutive  justice »  That  a  disobedient  subject  of  law  should  be 
justified,  and  at  the  same  time  be  treated  according  to  the 
principles  of  distributive  justice,  is  impossible  in  the  nature  of 
things.  To  treat  him  according  to  the  principles  of  distribu- 
tive justice,  or  according  to  his  personal  deserts,  is  to  punish 
him  by  the  infliction  of  the  full  legal  penalty.  To  suppose  him 
at  the  same  time  to  be  justified,  is  to  suppose  him  to  be  ex- 
empted from  the  legal  penalty.  To  suppose  both,  is  to  sup- 
pose him  to  be  punished  and  not  punished  by  the  infliction  of 
the  penalty.  Tliat  such  a  conception  or  notion  of  the  fact  is 
expressed  by  any  language  of  the  sacred  writers  is  incredible. 
No  theory  of  Imputation  or  of  Putaiion,  nor  any  other  theory, 
hypothesis,  or  supposition,  involving  this  idea  or  conception  of 
truth  or  fact  on  their  part,  can  ever  be  made  to  consist  with 
their  common  sense  or  with  their  use  of  language,  and  what  is 
more,  w^ith  their  inspiration.  Nor  is  there  any  thing  in  the 
case  supposed,  which  requires  that  the  act  ot  justifying  a  dis- 
obedient subject  should  be  according  to  the  principles  of  dis- 
tributive justice ;  nor  even  to  give  the  faintest  plausibility  to 
this  conception  of  It.  Distributive  justice  as  we  have  before 
shown,  is  not  an  essential  attribute  of  a  perfect  moral  ruler  and 
judge  in  all  cases ;  but  only  under  a  system  of  mere  law.  Or 
thus,  while  it  is  necessary  that  such  a  Ruler  should  treat  his 
subjects  according  to  the  principles  of  distributive  justice  in 
all  cases  under  a  system  of  mere  law,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
he  should  so  treat  them  under  a  system  of  law  and  grace  com- 
bined in  one  by  a  complete  Atonement.  Justice  as  an  essential 
attribute  in  such  a  Ruler,  in  aU  cases  is  general  jtistice^  or  an 
immutable  disposition  or  purpose  prompted  by  benevolence,  to 
uphold  the  authority  of  law  as  indispensable  to  the  general 
good.  This  is  the  only  attribute  which,  under  the  name  of 
justice^  is  essentially  involved  in  the  perfect  character  of  a  per- 
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feet  Ruler  and  Judge.*  For  liis  perfect  character  allows,  and 
even  demands,  so  far  as  the  good  of  his  kingdom  is  concerned, 
the  dispensing  with  acts  of  distributive  justice,  in  all  cases  in 
which  the  good  of  his  kingdom  will  in  this  way  sustain  no  in- 
jury, and  be  on  the  whole  increased.  Under  a  system  of  grace 
through  a  perfect  Atonement,  the  act  of  justifying  the  disobe- 
dient subject  becomes  consistent  with  his  authority ;  that  is, 
consistent  with  justice  as  an  attribute  essential  to  his  honor  and 
glory,  and  becomes,  on  condition  of  the  faith  or  personal  holi- 
ness of  the  subject,  consistent  with  and  dictated  by  general 
benevolence  toward  his  kingdom.  Thus  it  appeare  that  in  the 
case  now  supposed,  we  are  bound  to  regard  the  act  of  justify- 
ing  a  dtaobedient  subject  on  the  part  of  a  Moral  Kuler  and 
Judge,  as  done,  not  according  to  the  principles  of  distributive 
-  justice,  but  those  of  general  justice  and  general  benevolence. 

The  facts  in  God's  moral  administration  are  in  entire  coinci- 
dence with  those  supposed  in  this  last  case.  In  view  of  what 
has  been  said  in  former  lectures,  we  are  bound  on  the  author- 
ity of  reason  and  of  revelation  to  assume,  tiiat  God  is  the 
Lawgiver  and  Judge  of  men ;  tliat  he  is  a  being  of  absolute 
natural  and  moral  perfection ;  that  he  administers  his  Moral 
Government  over  men  under  an  economy  of  law  and  of  grace — 
i.  e.,  through  an  Atonement  which  fully  sustains  his  authority 
as  a  Lawgiver,  establishes  his  law  as  a  rule  of  action  on  the 
part  of  his  subjects,  and  thus  meets  all  the  demands  of  general 
justice;  that  he  makes  personal  holiness,  or  what,  as  could 
easily  be  shown,  is  in  the  Scriptures  called  Faith,  the  condition 
of  justifying  the  disobedient;  and  that  thus  dispensing  with 
the  principles  of  distributive  justice — that  is,  without  treating 
his  disobedient  subjects  according  to  their  personal  deserts — he 
fully  manifests  and  honors  his  justice  as  an  essential  attribute 
of  a  perfect  Moral  Governor  through  an  Atonement ;  and  by 
making  personal  holiness  or  faith  the  condition  of  Justification 
of  the  disobedient,  alike  manifests  his  perfect  benevolence  in 
preventing  evil  in  the  form  of  sin  and  its  penalty,  and  securing 
good  in  the  holiness  and  happiness  of  a  redeemed  kingdom. 

Such  are  the  views  of  God,  of  his  character,  and  of  his  moral 


^  Both  duinbutioe  and  eo$KmuiaU»e  justice  are  drcumtUmtial  rather  than  euential 
attribates ;  the  one  depending  on  a  83'8tem  of  mere  law,  the  other  on  gratuitous 
promise  (1  John  i.  9). 
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adininistratiou  over  men,  which  tliey  are  not  only  authorized 
but  required  by  abundant  proofs  to  entertain,  and  by  which 
they  are  bound  to  be  governed  in  deciding  what  is  tJie  act  of 
God  in  justlfyiiig  men  as  the  siibjects  of  his  law. 

We  have  seen  that  it  must  be  not  an  act  of  Sanctif  cation^ 
but  an  act  of  God  as  a  Judge,  or  a  forensic  act,  determining  a 
subject  of  his  law  to  stand  right  in  relation  to  its  sanctions.  It 
cannot  be  less  than  this,  and  must,  in  view  of  what  lias  been 
said,  be  more.  What  more?  It  cannot  be  such  an  act  of 
God,  determining  an  obedi^Jit  subject  of  his  law  to  stand  right 
in  relation  to  its  sanctions,  for  there  is  no  such  subject  of  his 
law  among  men.  It  cannot  bo  such  an  act  of  God  done  in 
accordance  with  the  principles  o{  distrihutive  justice^  but  must 
necessarily  involve  the  entire  dispensing  with  these  principles ; 
for  according  to  them,  the  disobedient  subject  of  law  must  be 
condemned.  But  as  an  act  of  a  perfect  God,  it  must  be  done 
consistently  with  general  justice;  for  this  is  an  essential  and 
unchangeable  attribute  of  God  as  a  perfect  Moral  Euler  and 
Judge.  It  must  also,  as  the  act  of  such  a  being,  be  done  ac- 
cording to  the  principles  of  general  benevolence,  for  in  this 
consists  the  moral  perfection  of  his  character. 

Thus  it  appears  that  Justification  as  a7i  act  of  God  in  the 
reloition  of  Lawgiver  and  Judge  of  men^  is  an  authoritative 
act — making^  causing^  or  determining  a  disobedient  subject  of 
his  law  to  stand  relatively  right  in  respect  to  its  sanctions  ;  not 
according  to  the  principles  of  distributive  justice^  but  according 
to  the  principles  of  general  justice  and  of  general  benevolence. 


IV. 
ELECTION. 

I.— EXPLANATION   OF   THE   DOCTRINE. 
**  Bat  the  eleetion  batb  obtained  it"— i^omaiM  xL  7. 

It  18  conceded  by  all  Christians,  that  the  Bible  contains  a 
doctrine  of  Election.  Wliat  this  doctrine  is,  however,  is  a 
question  which  has  occasioned  much  diversity  of  opinion,  and 
none  too  little  of  the  bitterness  of  controversy,  even  among  the 
sincere  dificiples  of  Christ  And  here  I  must  be  permitted  to 
say,  that  writers  and  preachers,  not  content  to  state  simply  the 
plai7i  matter  of  fact  as  the  Bible  does,  have  often  incoi-porated 
with  their  statements  of  this  doctrine  what  does  not  belong  to 
it,  and  is  inconsistent  with  the  plainest  truths  of  the  Bible,  as 
well  as  with  the  dictates  of  common  sense. 

The  true  scriptural  doctrine  of  Election  may  be  presented  so 
as  to  be  free  from  all  difficulties  and  absurdities.  Not  only  so, 
it  may  be  shown  to  be  a  doctrine  of  the  most  salutary  practi- 
cal tendency ;  directly  fitted  to  augment  the  power  of  other 
truths ;  adapted  to  sanctify,  to  strengthen,  to  comfort  and  per- 
fect the  saints,  and  to  rouse  the  sinner  to  instant,  direct,  and 
decisive  effort  in  the  work  of  his  salvation ;  and  therefore,  both 
the  saint  and  sinner,  if  they  have  any  wise  regard  to  their 
highest,  best  interests,  will  believe  and  welcome  it 

I  do  not  indeed  suppose,  that  any  exhibition  of  this  doctrine, 
however  clear  and  consifitent  it  may  be,  will  be  sufficient  in 
actualfact  to  put  an  end  to  all  caviling  and  objection.  This 
were  too  much  to  hope  for  in  respect  to  any  doctrine  which  so 
humbles  man  and  exalts  God.  Still  it  can  not  be  denied,  that 
in  some  minds  there  are  real  difficulties  on  this  subject ;  and 
that  many  things  are  often  said  on  both  sides,  which  ought  with 
becoming  firmness  to  be  dwiied  and  exploded,  as  false  and  of 
evil  tendency.  We  preachers  are  not  infallible,  nor  yet  our 
hearers ;  and  in  respect  to  the  field  of  theological  difficulties, 
not  unfrequently  "  fools  rush  in  where  angels  fear  to  tread." 
Still,  Iho  Scriptures  contain  a  doctrine  of  Election,  and  all 
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Scriptnre  is  profitable,  and  he  who  bears  God's  commission 
must  not  keep  back  God's  counsel.  We  fear  the  lightning  of 
his  indignation  if  we  do  this. 

My  object  in  the  present  discourse  is  explanation  chiefly, 
believing  that  this  is  needed  more  than  labored  and  protracted 
argument,  and  that  I  can  so  present  this  doctrine  in  its  con- 
nection with  other  scriptural  truths,  that  we  shall  be  of  one 
mind  respecting  it. 

For  this  purjiiose  I  sliall  consider  the  doctrine — 

I.  As  comprising  a  simple  matter  of  fact,  in  which  I  think 
all  Christians  will  agree ;  and — 

II.  As  it  is  related  to,  or  connected  with,  other  doctrines  or 
truths. 

I.  The  simple  Toatier  of  fact  which  I  would  state,  and  which 
constitutes  the  entire  doctrine  of  Election,  is  this :  That  God 

HAS  ETERNALLY  PURPOSED  TO  RENEW,  AND  SANCTIi'Y,  AND  SAVE  A 
PART  ONLY  OF  MANKIND. 

Here  it  may  be  well  to  distinguish  this  statement  of  the  doc- 
trine of  Election,  from  some  other  forms  of  presenting  it. 

First — It  is  palpably  distinct  from  the  doctrine  of  a  national 
election^  or  an  election  of  certain  nations  or  communities  to 
peculiar  external  privileges.  Tliat  the  Scriptures  teach  such  a 
doctrine  is  admitted.  But  it  is  maintained  that  this  is  not  the 
only  doctrine  of  Election  which  they  teach.  Pelagians,  Armin- 
ians,  and  indeed  all  who  oppose  the  Orthodox  doctrine^  main- 
tain that  a  national  election,  particularly  the  election  of  the 
Jewish  nation  to  peculiar  external  privileges,  is  tlie  only  scrip- 
tural doctrine  of  Election  which  has  any  relation  to,  or  connec- 
tion with  the  salvation  of  men.  That  which  the  Orthodox 
maintain  is  a  very  different  doctrine. 

Secondly — ^Tlie  Orthodox  doctrine  is  not  an  Election  to  sal- 
vation, or  a  purpose  of  God  to  save  on  conditioji  qf  repenianoe 
andfaith^  as  unceHain  and  unhiown  events,  as  maintained  by 
some  Pelagian  and  Arminian  writere. 

Thirdly — ^The  Orthodox  doctrine  is  not,  that  God  has  pur- 
posed to  save  a  part  of  mankind  on  condition  of  foreseen  re- 
pentance and  faith.  Though  it  is  not  inconsistent  with  it 
to  maintain  this  doctrine  in  some  sense  of  the  language — 
though  it  is  undeniably  true  that  God  has  determined  or 
purposed  to  save  all  those  who  he  foresees  will  repent  and 
believe,  yet  this  is  not  the  Orthodox  doctrine  of  Election 
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properly  so  called;  nor  by  any  means  all  that  they  believe 
respecting  God's  purpose  to  save  a  part  of  mankind.  This 
is  not  merely  a  purpose  to  save^  or  a  purpose  to  give  eternal 
life  on  condition  of  faith  and  repentance,  that  is,  of  personal 
holiness.  It  is,  if  spoken  of  in  relation  to  salvation,  as  it  com- 
monly is,  a  more  comprehensive  doctrine,  viz.,  a  purpose  to 
renew^  sanctify^  and  save  a  part  only  of  mankind. 

Leaving  all  other  points  for  the  present  as  being  no  part  of 
the  doctrine,  I  only  state  in  this  place  a  matter  of  fact  ^  and  one 
in  which  all  who  are  not  Universalists,  and  who  believe  in  the 
necessity  of  God's  grace  to  renew  the  heart,  must  agree.  For 
if  we  are  not  Universalists,  we  believe  that  a  part  only  of 
mankind  will  be  saved.  If  we  believe  in  the  necessity  of 
divine  influence  to  change  the  heart,  in  other  words,  that  holi- 
ness in  man  is  the  gift  of  God,  we  must  believe  that  God 
purposes  to  give  a  new  heart  or  holiness  to  all  to  whom  he 
does  give  it ;  and  that  if  he  begins  the  work,  and  carries  it  on, 
and  finishes  it  in  eternal  glory,  he  designed  to  do  what  he  does. 
FoF  who  will  say  that  God  ever  acts  without  design ;  that  he 
does  any  thing  without  intending  to  do  it  ?  Is  that  grace  of 
the  Holy  Spirit  which  is  to  produce,  perpetuate,  and  bless 
God's  redeemed  kingdom,  directed  by  chance?  Does  igno- 
rance or  fate  sit  at  the  helm  of  the  universe  and  sway  its  des- 
tinies? Are  we  to  look  forward  only  to  its  results, 'in  dark- 
ness, terror,  and  dismay  ?  or  is  there  a  designing  God  on  the 
throne? 

Ifor  will  any  one  who  believes  that  there  is  a  God,  hesitate 
to  admit  that  he  is  omniscient  and  immutable.  God  then 
knows  all  his  works  from  the  beginning.  The  purposes  of  the 
eternal  God  are  eternal  purposes.  If  God  actually  renews, 
sanctifies,  and  saves  a  part  only  of  mankind,  he  always  knew 
that  he  should,  and  always  designed  to  do  it. 

Now  I  am  happy,  as  I  am  confident,  in  the  conviction  that 
no  one  will  deny  this  matter  of  fact.  Whatever  diversity  of 
opinion  may  exist  on  other  parts  of  this  subject,  in  this  plain 
matter  of  fact  we  must  agree.  We  believe  that  a  part  only  of 
mankind  will  be  saved.  We  believe  that  their  hearts  will  be 
changed  by  God's  grace,  and  therefore  must  believe  that  Ood 
deaifffiSj  and  has  from  eternity  designed^  to  change  every  heart 
which  he  does  change, 

I  need  say  no  more  on  this  point.    We  all  know,  and  we 
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all  believe,  that  if  God  has  made  us  Christiaus  he  meant 
to  do  it ;  or  in  the  language  of  the  apostle,  "  of  his  own  will 
begat  he  us."  Without  a  feeling  or  a  note  of  discord,  Presby- 
terians, Episcopalians,  Baptists,  Methodists,  are  ready  to  join 
in  the  song,  "  Not  unto  us,  O  Lord,  not  unto  us,  but  unto  thy 
name  give  glory." 

I  now  proceed  to  consider — 

II.  The  doctrine  of  Election  in  its  connection  with  some 
other  doctrines  or  truths.     Among  these  are  the  following : 

1.  That  Christ  died  for  all  7nen.  He  died  as  truly  for  one 
as  for  another ;  for  the  non-elect  as  for  the  elect.  '^  He  gave 
himself  a  ransom  for  all."  "  He  is  a  propitiation  for  oiu*  sins ; 
and  not  for  ours  only,  but  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world." 
The  sacrifice  on  Calvary  lias  done  this.  There,  on  that  hill, 
the  Son  of  God  dies ;  and  as  he  bows  his  head  and  exclaims, 
"  It  is  finished,"  on  earth  and  in  heaven  there  is  nc»thing  great 
beside.  Thus  this  world's  Atonement  is  made.  And  now  the 
message  of  divine  mercy  is  sent  forth  to  every  dweller  on  the 
face  of  the  whole  earth,  and  its  generous  annunciation -is, 
"  The  spirit  and  the  bride  say,  come ;  and  let  him  that  heareth 
say,  come ;  and  let  him  that  is  athirst,  come ;  and  whosoever 
will,  let  him  take  the  water  of  life  freely."  Abundant  provi- 
sion then  is  made  for  the  salvation  of  every  human  being. 

2.  AU^iU  he  saved^  if  they  will  repent  and  believe  the  Oot- 
pd.  Tlie  promise  of  life  and  the  threatening  of  death  are  not 
made  to  men  as  elect  or  non-elect,  but  as  penitent  or  impeni- 
tent, believing  or  unbelieving.  To  all  who  will  repent  and 
believe,  the  promise  of  life  is  sure.  They  have  the  oath  of 
God  for  this. 

3.  AU  men  can  repent  and  believe.  All  are  free  moral 
agents,  as  fully  qualified  to  choose  right  as  to  choose  wrong. 
Nothing  therefore  can  prevent  their  compliance  with  the 
terms  of  life,  but  their  own  free,  voluntary  perverseness  in  sin. 
Neither  the  want  of  renewing  grace,  nor  the  purpose  of  Grod 
not  to  give  it,  can  prevent,  for  they  are  fully  qualified  to  com- 
ply without  grace.  Suppose  a  servant  will  not  obey  his  mas- 
ter unless  he  gives  him  his  estate  in  addition  to  his  wages; 
whose  fault  is  it?  Who  would  say  that  the  not  giving  of  the 
estate  prevented  the  servant's  obedience  ?  Plainly  he  could, 
and  therefore  ought  to  have  obeyed  without  the  gift.  So  the 
want  of  grace  does  not  prevent  the  sinner's  repentance,  for  this 
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plain  reason,  he  can  repent  without  grace.  Let  liim  do  what 
he  can  and  he  performs  all  his  duty,  for  God  requires  him 
to  love  only  with  all  his  strength.  Let  him  do  what  he  can, 
and  a  universe  cannot  prevent  liis  repentance.  Whether  there 
is-  any  grace  for  him  or  not,  he  is  a  moral  agent,  and  let 
him  not  blame  God  because  he  himself  will  not  do  what  he 
can  and  ought  to  do,  even  his  whole  duty. 

4.  It  is  the  will  of  God,  or  his  unqualified  preference,  that 
oB  men  should  comply  with  the  tei'ms  of  life  rather  than  con- 
tinue  in  sin.  He  is  "  not  willing,"  saith  the  apostle,  "  that  any 
should  perish,  but  that  all  should  come  to  repentance."  By 
the  same  authority  we  are  told,  that  he  "  will  have  all  men  to 
be  saved  and  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth."  And 
again  by  the  mouth  of  his  prophet:  "  As  I  live,  saith  the  Lord, 
I  have  no  pleasure  in  the  death  of  the  wicked,  but  that  the 
wicked  turn  from  his  way  and  live."  And  yet  again :  "  Have 
I  any  pleasure  cd  all  that  the  wicked  should  die,  saith  the  Lord 
Gtod,  and  not  that  he  should  return  from  his  ways  and  live  ?" 
Now  observe  here,  that  we  are  not  told  what  God  will  do  or 
wK  not  do^  but  what  he  would  that  men  should  do.  It  is  not 
said  that  God  will  bring  all  men  to  repentance,  but  that  it  is 
his  will  that  they  should  come  to  repentance ;  not  that  he  wUl 
turn  the  wicked  from  his  way,  but  that  it  is  his  pleasure  that 
the  wicked  himself  shovM  turn^  rather  than  go  on  in  sin  and 
die.  This  is  what  he  says  when  he  could  swear  by  no  greater, 
swearing  by  himself.  Can  there  be  any  mistake  here  ?  Is  the 
language  ambiguous  ?  Is  the  oath  of  God  false  ?  No.  God 
would  that  all  men,  elect  or  non-elect,  should  turn  and  live, 
rather  than  sin  and  die. 

I  am  not  saying  thaut  God  will  change  the  appointed  system 
of  influence^  or  in  other  words,  do  those  things  which  may  be 
necessary  to  secure  the  repentance  of  the  non-elect  sinner.  To 
do  this,  to  change  in  the  least  the  influence  which  he  in  his 
wisdom  has  appointed  to  be  used  with  each,  would  be  worse 
than  to  leave  the  sinner  to  his  choice  under  the  influence  ap- 
pointed. It  would  result  in  more  evil  than  good.  Tliis  princi- 
ple is  distinctly  laid  down  and  applied  by  our  Lord  to  this  very 
subject,  when  he  teaches  us  that  it  were  better  to  leave  the 
tares  among  the  wheat  rather  than  to  destroy  the  wheat  by 
pulling  up  the  tares.  So  a  kind  father  may  most  sincerely  and 
earnestly  desire  the  return  of  a  disobedient  son  to  his  duty  and 
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his  home.  But  it  by  no  means  follows  that  he  will,  or  that  he 
ought  to  do  all  that  he  can,  and  all  that  may  be  necessary,  to 
secure  the  return  of  the  prodigal.  This  might  occasion  the 
disobedience  and  ruin  of  all  his  other  children,  or  occasion 
some  other  evil  that  would  be  worse  than  to  leave  the  prodigal 
to  his  own  perverseness.  So  God  will  not  change  the  degree 
of  influence  which  his  wisdom  lias  appointed,  for  the  sake  of 
bringing  sinners  to  repentance ;  he  will  not  occasion  a  greater 
evil  to  prevent  a  less.  Still  God  does  all  that  he  can  wisely  do 
to  bring  every  sinner  to  repentance;  he  does  this  at  every 
moment  of  his  probation ;  he  does  it  with  the  yearnings  of  the 
tenderest  father,  yea  with  the  compassion  of  a  God ;  he  de- 
sires, he  longs,  that  under  the  influence  he  uses,  every  sinner 
should  repent  and  live,  rather  than  sin  another  moment. 

5.  Not  a  human  heiiig  will  comply  with  the  te7vns  of  life 
without  divine  grace.  Abundant  as  is  the  provision  for  the  sal- 
vation of  all,  unqualified  as  are  the  overtures  of  pardon  and 
life,  free  as  men  are  from  all  preventing  influence  from  Gt)d, 
abundantly  able  as  they  are  as  moral  agents  to  comply  with 
the  terms  of  salvation,  and  willing,  yea  solicitous  as  God  is  that 
they  should  comply  and  bo  saved,  not  one  will  do  it.  Left  to 
themselves,  each  and  all  of  them  will  persist  in  rejecting 
Christ,  and  by  their  own  choice  plunge  into  perdition.  I  wish 
you  to  look  at  this  world  of  sinners  in  this  condition.  Noth- 
ing but  voluntary,  willful  perverseness  can  ruin  one  of  them. 
Tet  with  all  that  eternal  mercy  has  done,  with  the  same  pow- 
ers and  faculties  in  kind  which  angels  possess,  yea,  made  in  this 
respect  in  the  very  image  of  God  (Jas.  iii.  9),  and  invited  and 
allured  by  all  the  entreaties  and  proflTers  of  redeeming  grace — 
in  defiance  of  all  the  motives  a  universe  can  furnish — they 
will  go  down  to  hell,  if  the  interposing  grace  of  God  does  not 
prevent. 

6.  In  the  midst  of  all  this  darkness,  with  no  prospect  before 
the  whole  race  but  that  of  self-niin,  Ood  interposes  with  the 
purpose  of  Election,  He  not  only  prefere  that  all  should  re- 
pent and  be  saved  rather  than  sin  and  die,  but  he*puri>08e8  that 
some  shall  repent  and  he  saved.  He  is  not  willing  that  his  be- 
loved Son  should  die  in  vain,  and  see  no  reward  for  his  agonies 
and  death ;  nor  can  he  consent  that  all  these  creatures  of  his 
power  and  objects  of  his  love,  perverse  as  they  are,  should  re- 
main in  eternal  alienation  and  exile  from  his  friendship.    He 
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who  knew  how  to  create  mind,  knows  how  to  influence  it  in  a 
way  that  accords  with  its  nature,  and  with  the  nature  of  free 
moral  action.  He  resolves  therefore  to  interpose,  so  tar  as  he 
wisely  can,  with  such  an  influence — one  which  is  over,  and 
above,  and  distinct  from  the  influence  of  truth  and  motives, 
even  the  power  of  his  Spirit,  and  by  this  to  overcome  the  per- 
verseness  of  a  part  of  our  guilty  race.  His  purpose  is  not  to 
save  tliem  from  any  physical  necessity — from  any  compulsory 
power  that  pushes  tliem  onward  to  perdition  against  their  will ; 
but  to  save  them  from  going  down  to  the  pit  by  their  own  free 
choice,  and  by  an  influence  which  he  knows  exactly  how  to  use 
for  the  pui-pose,  to  bring  them  to  choose  life  just  as  freely 
as  they  now  choose  death.  And  this  he  resolves  to  do,  after 
having  done  every  thing  in  the  form  of  motive,  persuasion, 
and  entreaty  worthy  of  God,  to  prevent  their  ruin,  and  done  it 
in  vain. 

Tliere  is  one  thing  more  in  respect  to  this  purpose  of  God,  to 
which  I  request  particular  attention,  as  constituting  the  key  to 
all  the  difficulties  on  the  subject. 

7.  God  purposes  to  secure  the  holiness  of  as  many  of  his 
moral  creatures  as  it  is  possible  in  the  nature  of  things  that  he 
shauM  secure. 

That  we  may  see  this  clearly,  I  remark  that  a  moral  system, 
is  the  best  conceivable  system.  No  otlier  creative  act  could  so 
unfold  the  wisdom  and  power  of  God  as  that  which  gives  ex- 
istence to  moral  beings.  No  other  creatures  could  so  resemble 
God  himself.  Without  them,  the  ascending  scale  of  being  from 
mere  animal  existence  toward  God  himself  had  been  a  chasm ; 
the  universe  a  solitary  waste,  exhibiting  only  the  barren  mag- 
nificence of  rocks  and  deserts.  Moral  beings  alone  can  con- 
trive, design,  and  produce  good  to  any  extent  worthy  of  notice. 
How  imperfect  would  be  a  system  in  which  mere  animal  sensa- 
tion should  take  the  place  of  holy  afiections  and  holy  activity, 
with  all  their  blessedness ;  in  which  there  should  be  no  acts  of 
intelligent  communion  between  the  Creator  and  his  creatures ; 
no  acts  of  kindness  done  by  God  to  intelligent  recipients  ;  no 
Bong  of  praise  retuiiiing  the  testimonies  of  gratitude  to  a  divine 
benefactor ;  no  oneness  of  purpose  nor  acts  of  mutual  co-oper- 
ation ;  no  beings  with  capacities  to  discern  between  right  and 
wrong — between  God  and  other  objects  of  affection ;  none  to 
admire,  to  adore,  to  love,  to  trust,  to  enjoy  God ;  and  God  sit- 
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ting  on  his  throne  the  solitary  spectator  of  the  laws  of  matter 
and  of  the  acts  of  instinct.  But  what  magnificence  is  there  in 
a  moral  system  !  Here  are  beings  which  no  man  can  number 
created  in  God's  image ;  fit  to  correspond  witli  God ;  meet  for 
immortality ;  qualified  to  be  workers  together  with  God  to  ad- 
vance his  designs,  and  to  be  one  with  him  amid  the  scenes  and 
grandeurs  of  eternity.  We  say  that  such  a  system  is  the  best, 
and  that  infinite  benevolence  must  adopt  it. 

Again  :  No  heings  can  he  so  happy  as  perfectly  holy  heings^ 
and  of  course,  no  kingdom  so  happy  as  that  in  which  should 
reign  the  purity  and  the  joys  of  perfect  and  universal  holiness. 
This  we  know.  We  know  from  the  nature  of  the  mind,  that 
holiness  and  not  sin  is  the  necessary  means  of  the  highest  con- 
ceivable happiness.  A  perfectly  holy  mind  is  perfectly  blessed. 
We  know  it  from  the  character  of  God.  To  be  like  God  in 
character,  is  to  be  like  God  in  blessedness.  We  know  it  from 
the  nature  of  his  law.  God's  law  requiixje  the  best  kind  of 
moral  action,  and  perfect  obedience  to  it  is  perfection  in  char- 
acter and  in  happiness.  We  know  it  from  the  nature  of  sin. 
Sin  is  evil  in  itself,  in  its  nature ;  evil  in  all  its  tendencies, 
wholly  evil.  Sin  is  hell.  God  therefore,  as  a  benevolent  God, 
must  purpose  to  produce  the  greatest  amount  of  holiness  which 
he  can.  For  who  will  say  that  a  benevolent  God  will  not  do 
all  the  good  possible  for  him  to  do  ? 

Besides,  What  is  the  law  of  God  if  it  is  not  an  expression  of 
his  wiU^  i.  e.,  of  his  preference  of  holiness  to  sin  ?  God  give 
a  law,  and  not  prefer  that  his  subjects  should  obey  rather  than 
disobey !  It  were  an  imposition  and  a  mockery, — a  burlesque 
on  all  legislation.  But  it  is  said  "  he  prefers  holiness  to  sin  in 
itself  considered,  but  sin  to  holiness  all  tilings  considered." 
And  what  is  this  ?  I  will  tell  you  what  it  is.  It  is  as  if  a 
father  should  say  to  his  child,  "  Be  honest,  and  true,  and  sober, 
this  is  my  law — this  the  rule  by  which  you  shall  be  judged  f 
but  then  adds,  "  I  prefer  on  the  whole,  all  things  considered, 
that  you  should  cheat,  and  lie,  and  get  drunk,  rather  than  be 
honest,  and  true,  and  sober."  Such  is  God  as  some  would 
have  us  believe !  He  would  rather,  so  they  tell  us,  that  men, 
all  things  considered,  should  do  wrong  than  do  right !  Gk)d 
himself  the  minister  of  sin !  N"o.  God  prefers,  all  things  con- 
sidered, that  men  should  do  right ;  fully  obey  his  perfect  law 
rather  than  sin  once.    Will  he  not  then  do  all  that  is  possi- 
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ble  for  liim  to  do,  to  secure  the  entire  holiaess  of  the  great- 
est number  of  moral  subjects?  Hear  his  own  declaration: 
"What  could  have  been  done  more  to  my  vineyard  that  I 
have  not  done  in  it?"  Deny  this,  and  you  make  God  the 
friend,  approver,  and  patron  of  sin. 

But  we  are  told  that  "  »m  is  the  necessary  means  of  the 
greatest  good.^^  And  can  this  be  so  ?  Sin  the  best  kind  of 
moral  action  1  To  rebel  against  God  the  best  thing  a  man 
can  do  1  To  hate  God,  and  angels,  and  men,  and  to  act  ac- 
cordingly I  This  the  best  way  to  bless  the  universe  !  Must 
some  men  become  devils,  to  glorify  God  and  make  his  creation 
happy  ?  But  it  is  said,  "  If  there  had  been  no  sin,  God  could 
never  have  glorified  his  mercy  in  redemption."  It  is  true  in- 
deed tliat  God  could  never  have  redeemed  from  sin  if  there 
had  been  no  sin.  But  what  kind  of  mercy  is  that  which  pro- 
duces evil  merely  for  the  sake  of  putting  an  end  to  it  ?  Does 
a  kind  father  push  his  children  into  a  pit,  or  down  a  precipice, 
for  the  sake  of  showing  how  merciful  he  can  be  in  bringing 
deliverance  and  in  healing  their  broken  bones  ?  Does  a  be- 
nevolent God  design,  and  so  order  his  providence,  that  our 
whole  race  shall  fall  into  the  gulf  of  sin  and  ruin,  for  the  sake 
of  showing  his  mercy  in  their  rescue  ;  and  this  when  he  could 
as  well  have  preserved  them  and  all  other  beings  in  the  purity 
and  joys  of  perfect  holiness  forever  ?  Or  does  it  better  accord 
with  God's  character  to  suppose,  that  when  men  have  freely 
plunged  themselves  into  this  ruin,  against  his  law  and  against 
his  will,  God  then  comes  in  the  glory  of  his  mercy  to  redeem 
and  save  ?  This  were  indeed  work  for  mercy — for  God's  mercy ; 
and  what  else  deserves  the  name  ?  Push  your  children  over 
the  precipice  ;  then  fly  to  their  relief,  and  tell  them  that  you 
have  broken  their  bones  and  mangled  their  flesh  for  the  sake 
of  showing  them  how  merciful  you  could  be  in  restoring  them 
again  to  health  and  soundness  !  Call  this  mercy  if  you  will ; 
but  Oh,  ascribe  not  such  mercy  to  our  God  I 

It  is  also  said,  that  "  the  sin  and  sufferings  of  the  lost  are 
necessary  to  the  highest  happiness  of  the  savedP  But  can  it 
be  ?  God  doom  some  of  his  creatures  to  everlasting  sin  and 
everlasting  fire,  as  the  necessary  means  of  higher  happiness  to 
another  portion,  which  otherwise  they  could  not  possess !  Are 
celestial  spirits  made  happier  by  the  smoke  of  the  torment  of 
the  danmed,  than  they  possibly  could  have  been  had  there  been 
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no  sin  ?  Do  they  actually  praise  and  thank  God  for  that  pecul- 
iar delight — those  higher  and  exquisite  raptures  which  they 
derive  from  the  sins  and  agonies  of  others  in  everlasting  burn- 
ings ?  Would  not  these  benevolent  spirits — would  not  Gkni, 
think  you,  have  gladly  dispensed  with  these  peculiar  joys,  and 
been  satisfied  with  the  perfect  holiness  and  perfect  happiness 
of  his  moral  creation  ?  Or  must  there  be  sin,  with  all  its  tur- 
pitude, and  groans,  and  anguish,  that  God  and  other  holy  be- 
ings may  be  perfectly  happy  ?  Who  shall  prove,  that  were 
the  moral  universe  a  heaven  of  perfect  holiness — and  of  course 
of  perfect  blessedness — it  would  not  be  a  happier  universe  than 
one  with  a  hell  in  it  ?  Look  up  to  the  paradise  of  God,  and 
then  down  on  the  lake  of  fire,  and  say,  had  there  been  no  sin, 
and  no  necessity  for  punishment — ^had  all  been  like  God  in 
character,  whether  the  universe  had  not  been  perfectly  happy  ? 
Who  then  shall  say  that  God  could  secure  such  a  result,  and 
secure  it  for  eternity,  and  yet  would  not  ? 

But  I  shall  be  told  that  this  is  denying  OocTs  omnipotence — 
limiting  his  power.  I  reply,  that  it  is  not  limiting  the  power 
of  God  to  say  that  he  cannot  accomplish  impossibilities.  Om- 
nipotence is  not  power  to  make  a  thing  to  be  and  not  to  be  at 
the  same  time.  Tlie  question  then  is,  not  whether  God  is  om- 
nipotent, but  whether  there  is  not  an  impossibility  in  the  very 
nature  of  tilings,  that  God  should  secure  univereal  holiness  in 
his  moral  kingdom  ?  Every  subject  of  such  a  kingdom  must 
be  a  free  agent ;  i.  e.,  he  must  possess  the  power  to  sin,  and  to 
continue  in  sin,  in  defiance  of  all  that  God  can  do  to  prevent 
him.  If  God  destroys  this  power,he  destroys  his  moral  agency, 
and  then  even  God  cannot  make  him  holy.  With  this  power, 
he  can  set  at  defiance  all  influence  from  truth  and  motives — 
from  the  spirit  and  power  of  God,  and  go  on  in  sin.  How  do 
you  know,  how  can  you  prove  that  he  will  not  do  this — that  he 
will  not  do  what  he  can  do  ?  If  he  should  do  what  he  can  do, 
God  could  not  prevent  his  sinning.  Tliis  would  be  to  suppose 
that  he  should  sin,  and  be  prevented  from  sinning,  which  is  a 
contradiction.  But  it  will  be  said, "  Ood  does  prevent  some  from 
sinning  ;  why  can  he  not  prevent  all  ^"  1  grant  God  prevents 
some,  and  will  prevent  very  many ;  yea,  I  will  grant  that  he 
could  have  prevented  all  sin  that  has  existed,  and  that  now 
exists,  and  will  exist  for  myriads  of  ages  to  come.  But  sup- 
pose this  to  be  done.     God  must  do  something  which  he  has 
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not  done  ;  something  which  he  has  determined  not  to  do  ;  he 
most  change  the  appointed  system  of  influence  (for  all  the 
sin  that  has  ever  existed  would  certainly  take  place  under 
the  present  system) ;  he  must  resort,  in  order  to  prevent  any 
sin,  to  some  further  interpositions  than  those  determined  on, 
and  who  then  could  tell  the  results  in  eternity  ?  Who  can 
say  that  the  interposition  requisite  to  remove  the  tares  will 
not  destroy  the  wheat ;  that  if  he  prevents  rebellion  in  one 
place,  or  at  one  time,  it  will  not  break  out  in  worse  forms 
in  another  ?  Who  can  say,  that  if  God  were  to  change  his 
appointed  system  of  influence  in  one  iota ;  if  he  were  to  bring 
to  repentance  one  sinner  whom  he  has  determined- not  to  bring 
to  repentance,  that  the  result  would  not  be  the  hopeless,  and, 
to  him,  the  irretrievable  revolt  of  the  whole  moral  creation  ? 
No  one.  God  knows  how  to  govern  better  than  we  can  tell 
him.  He  can  not  govern  moral  beings  by  physical  power,  nor 
by  machinery.  Moral  government  is  the  government  of  free, 
nncompelled,  voluntary  moral  agents,  and  God,  if  he  adopts 
it,  is  restricted  by  its  nature  and  its  principles  as  truly  as  man 
is.  God  knows,  as  does  every  wise  human  legislator,  that  by 
securing  the  loyalty  of  one,  or  of  a  few,  he  may  occasion  the 
hopeless  and  eternal  rebellion  of  many.  Had  God  used  any 
more  influence,  or  brought  one  more  sinner  to  repentance  than 
he  has,  the  standard  of  revolt  might  be  seen  waving  on  the 
very  hills  of  salvation,  and  the  cry  of  rebellion  be  heard  tri- 
umphant from  one  end  of  heaven  to  the  other. 

Will  it  still  be  said  that  I  limit  God  f  No.  It  is  the  ob- 
jector who  does  this,  and  in  a  manner  the  most  dishonorable. 
He  supposes  that  God  can  produce  more  holiness  (and  as  holi- 
ness is  the  best  kind  of  moral  action,  it  follows  that  he  can 
produce  more  happiness)  than  he  does  or  will  produce.  God, 
then,  does  not  produce  all  the  good  he  can.  He  is  not  perfectly 
benevolent ;  not  good  enough  to  bless  the  univei-se  to  the  ex- 
tent of  his  power.  I  love  and  adore  a  God  more  who  does  all 
the  good  he  can.  None  else  is  worthy  of  my  love.  Or  if  you 
say  that  holi/ness  is  not^  hut  sin  is  the  best  kind  of  moral  action^ 
still  you  limit  God,  for  then  God  can  not  secure  the  greatest 
good  without  sin  as  the  means  of  it.  And  is  not  this  limiting 
God  ?  God,  you  say,  can  not  secure  the  greatest  good  by  means 
of  universal  holiness.  Without  sin,  and  sin  enough  for  the 
purpose,  this  great  end  can  not  be  accomplished.    God  has  not 


384  ELECTION. 

power,  in  the  language  of  the  objector,  to  do  it.  Omnipotence 
itself  is  weakness  here,  without  sin  as  the  necessary  means  of 
this  end  !  Should  all  perform  their  duty  perfectly  and  forever, 
God  could  not  accomplish  this  high  end  I  If  all  should  do  the 
very  thing  which  God  commands  them  to  do,  the  great  end 
of  his  creation  would  be  defeated  I  He  must  have  sin  as  the 
means  of  this  end,  or  the  end  must  fail  1  He  therefore  dooms 
multitudes  to  endless  sin  and  its  miseries,  that  he  may  have 
wherewithal  to  make  the  universe  perfectly  blessed  1  Such, 
we  are  told  by  some,  is  the  glory  of  God's  omnipotence.  He 
is  dependent  on  the  wickedness  of  men  and  devils  as  the  only 
means  of  accomplishing  his  purposes.  These  creatures  of  God 
are  brought  into  existence  that  they  may  commit  all  that  sin, 
and  bear  all  that  misery  which  are  necessary,  that  an  omnipo- 
tent God  may  bless  ui  the  highest  degree  his  moral  creation. 
Is  ihis  a  basis  for  confidence  and  joy  under  his  government,  or 
cause  for  consternation  and  dismay  ? 

But  to  come  to  the  turning-point  of  this  great  question — 
why  is  th^re,  why  will  there  he  forever ^  sin  and  misery  under 
the  govenimtnt  of  a  perfect  Godf    And  here  it  must  be  agreed 
by  all  who  would  vindicate  the  ways  of  God  to  man,  that  there 
is  some  limitation  in  the  nature  of  things,  in  respect  to  the 
production,  on  the  part  of  the  Creator,  of  perfect  unmingled 
happiness.     An  infinitely  benevolent  God  would  secure  such  a 
result  were  there  no  such  impossibility.     To  deny  such  impos- 
sibility is  to  say  that  God  might  produce  more  happiness  than 
he  does  produce,  and  this  is  to  deny  his  benevolence.     Here 
then  we  must  rest.     Here  all  do  rest  who  believe  that  evil  ex- 
ists and  tliat  God  is  good.     The  question  then  is  simply  this, 
where  does  this  impossibility  lie  ;  in  the  nature  of  Hn^  or  in 
th^  nature  of  a  moral  system  f    Is  sin  so  good  a  thing  that  God 
can  not  produce  the  greatest  good  without  it  ?     Is  that  whici 
is  wholly  an  evil — evil  in  all  its  tendencies  and  relations — th 
best  thing  as  the  means  of  good — even  the  necessary  means  ^ 
the  greatest  good  ?     Or  is  moral  agency  such  a  thing  that  son 
moral  beings  who  can  sin,  will  sin  in  despite  of  all  that  can 
done  to  prevent  them?     Which  is  the  most  rational ;  to  si 
pose  that  what  cannot  be,  is,  or  to  suppose  that  what  can 
should  be  ?    Which  is  the  most  rational ;  to  suppose  that 
which  can  not  be  a  good  thing,  is  a  good  thing,  or  to  sup] 
that  moral  agents  who  can  sin,  should  sin  ? 
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God,  according  to  tliis  view  of  the  subject,  has  adopted  a 
moral  system  as  the  only  and  the  best  means  of  accomplishing 
the  high  etuis  of  infinite  goodness  j  he  has  adopted  it  notwith- 
standing he  foresaw  that  some  moral  agents  would  pervert  their 
high  powers  of  moral  agency,  and  that  sin  and  suffering  would 
follow ;  he  purposed  these  results  rather  than  not  adopt  the 
best  system,  still  determining  to  secure  the  greatest  good  in  his 
power,  and  knowing  that  the  results  would  make  the  fullest, 
brightest  manifestation  of  his  attributes  in  the  production  of 
good,  which  he  could  make ;  doing  all  which  was  possible,  to 
secure  the  perfect  holiness  and  happiness  of  each  and  of  all, 
consistently  with  securing  the  perfect  holiness  of  the  greatest 
number ;  and  doing  it  with  the  most  unqualified  preference  of 
the  holiness  and  happiness  of  all,  to  the  sin  and  misery  of  any ; 
giving  to  all  the  strong  confirmation  of  his  oath  that  so  it  is ; 
calling  them  to  his  friendship  and  favor  with  all  the  tenderness 
of  redeeming  love,  even  to  brokenness  of  heart  in  view  of  that 
perverseness  which  forces  upon  him  the  necessity  of  punish- 
ment ;  and  at  last  giving  up  the  incorrigible  to  their  merited 
doom,  with  the  sorrows  of  parental  bereavement,  because  in 
despite  of  every  effort  which  his  wisdom,  and  goodness,  and 
grace  could  make  to  save  them,  they  would  sin  and  die. 

BEMARKS. 

1.  In  the  view  of  our  subject  now  taken,  how  iUtLstrious  an 
exhibition  of  the  goodness  of  God  is  mude  in  the  creation  and 
government  of  moral  heings !  The  true  and  just  criterion  of 
goodness  is  the  good  designed,  and  not  that  which  is  produced. 
It  is  no  impeachment  of  a  father's  kindness,  that  its  results  are 
impaired  or  prevented  by  the  child's  perverseness.  The  ques- 
tion is,  what  was  the  good  designed,  aimed  at,  sought  ?  What 
was  the  result  intended  ?  By  this  criterion  let  the  goodness  of 
Grod  be  estimated.  What  are  the  beings  created !  The  most 
like  God  which  God  could  make ;  made  in  God's  image  and 
destined  to  immortality. 

"  Oh,  what  a  patrimony  this !  a  being 
Of  such  inherent  strength  and  majesty, 
Not  worlds  poBsess'd  can  raise  it ;  worlds  destroy'd 
Can't  injure  ;  which  holds  on  its  glorious  course, 
When  thine,  0  Nature,  ends." 


<^  There  is  but  one  thing,"  says  Augustine,  ^^  greater  than 
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soul,  and  that  one  is  its  Creator."  Sucli  in  dignity  and  grandeur 
are  all  the  myriads  of  moral  beings  to  whom  God  has  given 
and  will  give  existence.  What  now  is  the  real,  actual  design 
of  God  in  their  creation  ?  To  render  them  one  and  all  like 
himself  in  character,  and  like  himself  in  blessedness.  Such  is 
the  result  designed  ;  such,  uncounteracted,  had  been  the  actual 
result ;  such  is  the  measure  of  the  Creator's  goodness.  Read, 
if  you  would  read  it  aright,  read  the  goodness  of  God  in  a  moral 
creation  thus  holy,  thus  happy ;  read  it  in  the  purity  and  joys 
of  univei^sal  holiness,  and  thus  answering  the  "great  idea"  of 
Him  who  made  it. 

But  this  world  revolted — strange  alienation  of  the  thing 
formed  from  him  who  formed  it — this  world  revolted  from  its 
Maker.  Still,  has  he  relinquished  or  changed  the  great  design 
of  his  goodness  toward  it  ?  Is  it  a  justly  incensed  Creator  tak- 
ing vengeance  on  his  revolted  creation  that  we  see  ?  No ;  it  is 
a  redeeming  God.  It  is  God  in  Christ  reconciling  the  world 
to  himself.  The  great  design  in  man's  creation  is  not  aban- 
doned. Like  the  sun  it  still  pours  forth  its  light  and  warmth 
on  this  dark  world ;  counteracted  in  its  results,  but  still  nnob- 
scured  in  its  splendoi's.  Resistance  only  gives  new  intensity 
and  new  luster  to  its  beams.  Read  this  design  of  God  in  his 
unspeakable  gift,  in  the  sacrifice  that  atones  for  every  particle 
of  guilt  in  this  sinful  world ;  read  it  in  the  terms  of  life, — "  who- 
soever will,  let  him  take  the  water  of  life  freely."  Read  it  in 
those  high  powers  of  yours  by  which  heaven  and  hell  are 
placed  at  your  own  disposal ;  in  those  accents  of  entreaty  more 
tender  than  angels  use.  Read  it  in  his  oath,  that  he  has  no 
pleasure  at  all  in  your  death ;  in  that  purpose  of  electing  love, 
formed  in  view  of  man's  pervci'seness,  to  renew  and  save  all 
that  he  wisely  can;  in  those  proofs  of  love,  those  intimations 
of  grace  and  glory  that  gladden  every  moment  of  life.  Read 
it  in  the  song  of  angels, — "glory  to  God  in  the  highest,  and  on 
earth  peace,  good-will — good-will  toward  men;"  in  the  com- 
mission of  the  swift  messenger  who  bears  these  glad  tidings  to 
all.  Read  it  in  the  tears  of  mercy  with  which  Jesus  points 
you  to  the  crown  of  life ;  in  the  stilled  tempest  of  God's  wrath 
and  the  smiles  of  his  inviting  love.  Read,  Oh,  read  the  design 
of  a  redeeming  God  as  you  would,  were  it  uncounteracted  by 
sin,  and  fully  accomplished  in  the  everlasting  life  and  glory  of 
all  earth's  millions.    Such,  such  is  God's  design,  counteracted 
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by  sin,  but  unobscured.  Such  liis  goodness,  shining  still  in  all 
i.s  brightness  amid  the  darkness  of  sin ;  the  heart  of  infinite 
love  fixed  in  all  its  fullness  and  intensity,  and  longings  of  de- 
sire on  you,  O  sinner!  Sin  has  not  diminished  the  compassion, 
the  kindness,  the  love  of  thy  God.  Will  you  not  yield  to  love 
like  this  ?  How  could  the  God  who  made  you,  love  you  more  ? 
Can  you  still  resist  sucli  a  design  of  God,  thy  Maker  ?  Is  he 
not  good  ?  Is  he  not  sincere  ?  Does  he  not  now  desire  and 
long  to  ble^s  and  save  you?  Sinner,  sinner,  falling  into  hell 
as  you  are,  trust  thy  God  to  save  thee. 

2.  With  the  view  given  of  the  doctrine  of  Election  in  this 
discourse,  Jurw  ove)*whelmtn<i  must  Jje  ths  reflections  of  tlie  lost 
sinner !  Why  did  God  elect  others  to  holiness  and  everlast- 
ing life,  and  not  him?  Xot  because  God  did  not  as  really 
and  as  much  prefer  his  repentance  and  salvation  to  his  impen- 
itence and  perdition,  as  he  did  theirs.  When  these  things  are 
compared  in  the  case  of  every  sinner,  elect  or  non-elect ;  when 
the  question  is,  wliat  God  would  that  sinnei-s  should  do,  his  pref- 
erence is  absolute,  unqualified;  the  same  in  respect  to  all. 
*'Not  willing  that  any  sliould  perish,  but  that  all  should  come 
to  repentance."  Why  then  elect  othei-s,  and  not  him?  Not 
because  God  desires  his  sin  or  his  death  as  the  necessary  means 
of  good.  God  has  no  pleasure  that  he  die,  but  that  he  turn 
and  live.  Wliy  then  elect  others,  and  not  him?  Not  because 
God  cannot  bring  many  sinnei-s,  or  any  individual  sinner  to 
repentance,  who  will  be  finally  lost.  Why  then  elect  others, 
and  not  him  f  Because,  according  to  the  view  that  has  been 
given,  there  is  nothing  which  God  can  do  to  bring  him  to  re- 
pentance more  than  he  has  determined  to  do,  without  produc- 
ing more  evil  than  good ;  lest  in  rooting  up  the  tares  he  sliould 
root  up  the  wheat  also.  Because  when  God,  in  the  true  and 
proper  import  of  the  language,  has  done  all  he  could  to  save 
him,  i.  e.,  all  he  could  to  save  him  consistently  with  securing 
the  greatest  number  of  perfectly  holy  beings  in  his  jnoral 
kingdom,  that  sinner  would  persist  in  sin  and  die.  The  pur- 
pose of  God  to  save  othei's,  has  not  touched  him.  God  desired 
not  his  death,  but  his  repentance  and  life.  God  aimed  at  this, 
designed  it,  sought  it  with  the  overflowings  of  infinite  love ; 
doing  all  that  infinite  love  guided  by  infinite  wisdom,  could  do 
to  reclaim  and  save  the  giant  rebel.  Such  are  the  circumstan- 
ces, such  the  condition  of  every  sinner  who  shall  be  finally  lost ; 
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God  doing  at  every  hour  and  moment  of  his  probation,  all  that 
infinite  love  guided  by  infinite  wisdom,  can  do  to  reclaim  and 
save  him ;  God  ever  ready  to  welcome  him  to  the  embrace  of 
everlasting  mercy. 

And  what  is  it  to  persist  in  sin  and  perish  eternally  in  cir- 
cumstances like  these?  Wliat  agonizing  reflections  await  such 
a  self-destroyer !  To  know,  and  feel,  and  say  forever,  "  God 
made  me,  that  I  might  be  happy.  He  redeemed  me,  that  I 
might  be  happy.  He  invited  and  entreated  reconciliation,  that 
I  might  be  happy.  He  opened  heaven ;  he  pointed  me  to  that 
crown  of  life ;  he  showed  me  that  tlirone  of  glory,  that  I  might 
be  happy.  He  told  me  of  the  songs  and  joys  of  those  ran- 
somed spirits  whom  I  see  in  the  heavens  of  his  glory ;  he  took 
me  as  it  were  in  the  arms  of  his  love ;  he  held  me  to  the  bosom 
of  his  mercy;  he  mourned  over  me.  I  saw  his  heart  turn 
within  him,  and  his  repentings  kindle  together.  I  heai*d  the 
sounding  of  his  bowels  as  he  said,  '  How  shall  I  give  thee  up, 
Ephraim  V  But  I  broke  away  from  the  embrace  of  his  mercy 
and  plunged  into  hell.  Yonder  in  the  distance  is  tlie  paradise 
of  God.  I  see  its  holy,  happy,  acclaiming  throng.  Tliere  I 
might  have  been.  There  God  desired  I  should  be.  But  the 
great  gulf  is  fixed.  Time  is  no  longer.  Eternity  has  begun 
its  ceaseless, rolling  ages.    In  hell  I  am  ruined,  self-ruined." 
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II.— THE  MODE  OF  EXECUTING  THE  PURPOSE  OF  ELECTION. 
**8eeiag  ye  hsve  parified  your  souls,  In  obeying  the  truth,  through  the  Spirit^ — 1  Pet  L  22L 

In  a  former  discourse  I  presented  the  doctrine  of  Election, 
as  consisting  in  this  simple  matter  of  fact ;  viz.,  that  God  has 
eternally  purposed  to  renew ^  sanctify^  and  sa/ve  apart  anly  of 
tnankiTid.  I  trace  the  connection  of  this  doctrine  with  the  fol- 
lowing scriptural  truths ;  that  God,  by  tlie  Atonement,  has  made 
abundant  provision  for  the  salvation  of  every  human  being ; 
that  all  will  be  saved  if  they  comply  with  the  terms  of  salva- 
tion ;  that  all,  considered  as  free  moral  agents,  can  comply 
with  these  terms ;  that  it  is  the  will  or  purpose  of  God  that 
all  should  do  so  ratlier  than  continue  in  sin  ;  that  not  a  human 
being  will  comply  without  divine  grace  ;  that  it  is  in  view  of 
this  fact  of  universal  self-ruin,  that  God  interposes  with  the 
purpose  of  Election ;  and  that  God  purposes  to  secure  ulti- 
mately the  perfect  holiness  of  as  many  of  his  moral  creatures 
as  it  is  possible,  in  the  nature  of  things,  he  should  secure. 

The  subject  now  proposed  for  consideration,  is  t/ie  7nanner  in 
which  God  executes  the  purpose  of  Election. 

I  know  of  no  single  passage  of  Scripture  which  so  fully  ex- 
hibits in  one  combination  the  material  facts  on  this  subject,  as 
the  text :  "  Te  have  purified  your  souls,  in  obeying  the  truth 
through  the  Spirit."  These  are  the  four  following: — 1.  That 
the  change  produced  in  the  sinner  is  his  own  act :  "  Ye  have 
purified  your  souls^  2.  Tliat  this  change  is  the  act  of  obedi- 
ence, or  right  moral  action  :  "  Ye  have  purified  your  souls  in 
obeying."  3.  That  the  act  is  in  conformity  to  truth :  ''  Ye 
have  purified  your  souls  in  obeying  the  truthP  4.  That  the 
Spirit  of  God  is  the  author  of  this  change  :  ''Ye  have  purified 
your  souls  in  obeying  the  truth  through  the  Spirit^ 

I  propose  briefly  to  consider  these  four  facts,  and  by  them 
to  test  several  opinions  on  the  subject  before  us.    The  last 
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mentioned,  claims  according  to  the  order  of  things,  the  firs^t 
consideration. 

1.  The  Spirit  of  God  is  the  author  of  the  change  in  Regener- 
ation, I  cannot  suppose  it  necessary  to  dwell  on  this  fact 
in  opposition  to  Pelagian  error,  or  the  proud  self-sufBcien- 
cy  of  the  human  heart.  Tlie  fact  of  divine  influence  in  the 
production  of  holiness  in  the  heart  of  man,  meets  us  as  it  were 
on  almost  every  page  of  the  sacred  record.  "Wliat  the  fact  is 
however,  or  what  it  involves  in  some  respects,  demands  con- 
sideration. The  necessitv  of  this  influence,  as  we  have  alreadv 
said,  arises  solely  from  the  siimer's  perverseness  in  sin. 

Again  :  This  hifiuence  of  the  Spirit  when  effectual^  is  unre- 
sistid.  Obedience  to  truth  cannot  be  produced  by  compul- 
sory power.  Dr.  Dwight  says  of  this  influence :  "  It  is  of 
Buch  a  nature  that  their  wills,  instead  of  attempting  any  re- 
sistance to  it,  coincide  with  it  readily  and  cheerfully,  without 
any  force  or  constraint  on  his  pa^t,  or  any  opposition  on  their 
own."  President  Edwards  says  :  "  The  dispute  about  grace's 
being  resistible  or  irresistible  is  perfect  nonsense.  For  the 
effect  of  grace  is  on  the  will ;  so  that  it  is  nonsense,  unless  a 
man  with  his  will  ^can  resist  his  own  will."  Tlie  Svnod  of  Dort 
says :  "  This  divine  grace  of  Regeneration  does  not  act  upon 
man  like  stocks  and  trees,  nor  take  away  the  j)roperties  of  the 
will,  or  violently  compel  it  while  unwilling ;  but  it  spiritually 
vivifies,  lieals,  corrects,  and  sweetly  and  at  the  same  time 
powerfully  inclines  it."  We  have  still  higher  authority.  "  Ex- 
cept," says  the  Saviour,  ''  the  Father  who  hath  sent  me,  draw 
him."  Mark  the  language.  It  is  an' influence  that  draws,  not 
compels  ;  which  attracts,  not  forces  to  duty. 

Again  :  This  influence  of  the  SpiHt  is  distinct  from  the  nat- 
ural influence  of  the  truth  /  and  though  not  mira^culoiis^  is  s^u- 
pernatural.  This  fact  is  asserted  in  the  text  and  in  many  other 
passages  of  the  Scriptures.  The  change  is  in  view  of  truth, 
by  the  word  of  truth,  and  also  through  the  Spirit.  The  text 
thus  clearly  teaches,  that  by  the  mere  influence  of  truth  and 
motives,  the  sinner  will  not  be  pereuaded  to  the  performance 
of  his  duty.  The  powers  of  moral  suasion,  truth,  motives, 
persuasions,  warnings,  promises,  threatenings,  eloquence,  tears, 
the  hope  of  heaven  and  the  fear  of  hell,  will  not  make  him 
yield.  "  Paul  may  plant  and  Apollos  water,  but  God  giveth 
the  increase.     So  then  neither  is  he  that  planteth,  any  thing. 


THE    CHANGE    IN    REGENERATION.  391 

or  lie  that  watcreth,  but  God  who  giveth  the  increase." 
very  Christian  will  say,  and  exult  to  sing  in  eternal  song,  "  By 
16  grace  of  God  I  am  what  I  am." 

2.  The  change  in  Regeneration  is  the  sinner'^ 8  own  act.  "  Ye 
ftve  purified  your  souls."  Could  it  be  said  in  plainer  terms 
tat  the  act  of  moral  purification  was  tlieir  own  ?  "  Ye  have 
arified."  Could  it  be  said  in  plainer  terms,  ye  have  done 
?  If  the  Bible  tells  us  any  thing,  if  human  language  can 
ly  it,  this  book  tells  us  that  religion  in  the  human  heart 
msists  in  repenting  of  sin ;  in  believing  on  the  Lord  Jesus 
hrist.  It  is  breaking  off  our  sins  by  righteousness ;  it  is 
taking  a  new  heart  and  a  new  spirit ;  it  is  doing  the  will  of 
od  from  the  heart ;  it  is  ceasing  to  do  evil  and  learning  to  do 
ell ;  it  is  amending,  reforming  our  ways ;  it  is  doing  right- 
)ri8ness  ;  it  is  choosing  whom  we  will  serve.  In  a  word,  it  is 
>ving  God  ;  and  love  is  the  fulfilling  of  the  law.  Can  there 
e  a  doubt  whether  this  language  is  a  literal  description  of  true 
jligion  in  the  soul  of  man?  Can  any  better  religion,  any  bet- 
»r  change,  be  conceived  of  than  these  ?  Does  this  language 
ot  describe  mental  action  ;  the  right  exercises  of  the  heart  ? 
[est  undeniably.  It  ought  then  to  settle  this  point  finally  and 
)rever. 

But  this  is  not  all.  How  careful  are  the  sacred  writers  to 
low  us  the  same  fact,  even  when  they  describe  this  change  in 
16  strong  language  of  metaphor — the  language  which  is  so 
ommonly  perverted.  It  is  a  creation  /  but  it  is  being  created 
nto  good  works.  K  there  can  be  a  remaining  doubt  on  this 
oint,  one  text  will  remove  it.  "  Tliat  ye  put  off  the  old  man, 
nd  that  ye  put  on  the  new  man,  which  after  God  is  created  in 
igkteous7i€S8  and  true  holiness."  It  is  a  creation  in  righteous- 
ess  and  true  holiness.  And  not  only  so,  but  Christians  are 
aid  to  put  on  the  new  man  /  i.  e.,  to  do  the  thing  which  is  said 
3  be  created.  The  thing  pi-oduced  by  the  power  of  God  is 
beir  own  act — the  act  of  putting  on  the  new  man. 

To  show  you  that  there  is  nothing  novel  or  peculiar  in  this 
ort  of  theology,  I  give  you  the  statement  of  President  Ed- 
rards  on  this  point.  He  says,  speaking  of  this  change,  "  God 
produces  all,  and  we  act  all.     For  that  is  what  he  produces, 

iz.,  OUE  OWN  ACTS." 

3.  The  change  in  Regeneration  is  a  change  from  wrong  to 
ight  m^oral  action  /  it  is  the  act  of  obedience.  "  Ye  have  purified 


392  ELECTION. 

your  souls  in  obeying/'  But  as  an  act  of  obedience,  it  is  ui:o 
"which  God  has  commanded,  and  which  the  sinner  is  required  and 
boimd  to  perform.  The  change  then  in  Regeneration  is  not  a 
physical  change ;  not  a  change  in  any  of  the  properties  or  powei*s 
of  the  soul,  but  a  moral  change.  It  is  a  change  from  wrong  to 
right  moral  action.  It  is  simply  the  sinner  dctTig  that  identical 
thing  which  God  requires  him  to  do.  But  can  sinnei-s  actu- 
ally do  that  which  God  requires,  when  they  do  nothing  ?  Can 
duty  consist  in  merely  being  acted  upon  ?  K  God  produces 
any  other  change  in  the  mind  than  right  moral  action — if  he 
produces  any  eflect  in  which  the  mind  is  wholly  passive,  is  this 
doing  any  thuig  on  the  part  of  the  sinner  ?  Is  this  obeying 
God  ?  You  may  as  well  say  that  we  obey  the  moral  law  of 
God  in  Jjeing  created  out  of  nothing  I  Nor  does  this  change 
consist  in  any  thing  more  than,  or  in  any  thing  different  from, 
the  act  of  obedience.  Look  into  the  Bible.  There  you  will 
see  that  what  God  produces  by  his  Spirit  is  the  very  thing 
which  he  requires  in  his  commands.  God  gives  a  new  heart. 
But  his  command  to  sinners  is,  "Make  you  a  new  heart." 
God  works  in  them  to  will  and  to  do.  But  his  command  is, 
that  they  work  out  their  own  salvation  in  willing  and  doing. 
God  gives  repentance.  But  his  command  is,  "Repent  and  be 
converted."  Love  is  the  fruit  of  the  Spirit.  But  the  law  is, 
"  Thou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God  with  all  thy  heart."'  Tlius 
what  God  produces  in  the  sinner  by  his  Spirit,  is  the  very  thing 
which  he  requires  in  his  commands.  In  giving  a  new  heart, 
he  brings  the  sinner  to  exercise  those  holy,  right  affections  in 
which  a  new  heart  consists.  The  ^OMvers  proodmcUely  exercised 
in  these  affections,  are  the  mental  powers  or  faculties  of  the 
sinner.  It  is  not  God  who  exercises  these  affections.  A  sin- 
ner loving  God  is  surely  not  God  loving  himself.  A  sinner 
repenting  of  his  sins  is  not  God  repenting  of  sin.  The  sinner 
must,  from  the  very  nature  of  the  case,  do  all  the  loving  and 
all  the  repenting.  These  moral  acts  are,  and  must  be  the  sin- 
ner's own  moral  powera  in  exercise.  Nothing  can  be  moral 
acts,  but  moral  powers  in  exercise.  The  right  exercise  or  act 
is  all  his  own.  In  the  words  of  President  Edwards,  "  What 
God  produces  are  our  own  acts.  It  is  our  act  and  our  duty." 
The  sinner  does  that  through  grace  which  he  is  competent  to 
do  and  ought  to  do  without  grace.  Through  grace  he  does 
his  duty. 
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4.  The  fourth  fact  which  I  mention  as  presented  in  the  text 
is,  tliat  the  change  in  Kegeneration  is  conforrmty  to  ttiUh. 
"  Ye  have  purified  your  souls  in  obeying  the  truth."  "  Of  his 
own  will,"  saith  another  apostle,  "  begat  he  us  with  the  word 
of  truth."  And  another,  "  Being  born  again  by  the  word  of 
God."  "Tlie  law  of  the  Lord,"  saith  the  Psalmist,  "is  per- 
fect, converting  the  soul."  Such  is  the  testimony  of  the  sacred 
writers  on  this  point,  and  there  is  not  a  word  or  a  fact  in  the 
Scriptures  to  show  that  the  change  in  Regeneration  ever  did 
or  ever  will  take  place,  except  through  the  truth. 

When  I  say  that  the  change  in  Kegeneration  is  through  the 
truth,  I  mean  that  the  mind  acts  or  exercises  right  affections  in 
view  of  truth,  or  of  the  objects  which  truth  presents.  Truth 
presents  the  things  to  be  done ;  the  objects,  the  motives,  the 
reasons,  in  view  of  which  the  mind  must  act.  It  tells  us  what 
God  is,  what  Christ  is,  what  sin  is,  what  heaven  and  hell  are, 
what  the  terms  of  life  are,  what  man  is,  and  what  he  must  be. 
It  is  the  light  which  shows  God  to  the  mind  in  his  excellence 
and  glory,  as  the  object  of  supreme  affection,  that  we  may 
love  him.  It  shows  the  Lord  Jesus  mighty  to  save,  and  will- 
ing, yea  solicitous,  to  save  every  soul  for  which  he  died ;  and 
this  to  call  forth  a  fearless,  unfaltering,  delightful  confidence 
in  him  as  our  Saviour.  It  shows  sin  to  us  in  all  its  turpitude 
and  odiousness,  as  the  governing  principle  of  conduct  in  our 
own  hearts,  that  we  may  abhor  and  renounce  it.  It  shows  us 
the  principle  of  holiness,  in  its  beauty,  dignity,  and  excellence, 
that  we  may  assume  it  as  our  own  and  act  from  it  henceforth 
and  forever.  It  shows  us  in  the  man  Christ  Jesus  a  perfect 
model;  the  most  attractive,  lovely  object  in  the  created  uni- 
verse ;  a  perfect  moral  character,  that  wo  may  be  like  him.  It 
shows  us  the  bright  path  of  duty  and  the  joyous  field  of  holy 
activity,  in  which  we  may  do  the  perfect  will  of  God,  live 
under  the  light  of  his  countenance,  and  as  workers  together 
with  him,  advance  his  designs.  It  points  us  to  the  dark  preci- 
pice of  damnation;  it  lifts  up  the  everlasting  doors  that  w^e 
may  flee  from  the  wrath  to  come  and  lay  hold  on  eternal  life. 
Thus  the  sinner  in  Regeneration  acts  through  the  truth.  In  its 
light  he  sees  what  God  is,  and  loves  him;  sees  what  Christ  is, 
and  trusts  his  lost  soul  to  his  keeping;  sees  what  sin  is,  and  hates 
and  renounces  it ;  sees  what  the  service  of  God  is,  and  chooses 
it.     Thus  the  sinner  "purities  his  soul  in  obeying  the  truth." 

17® 


394  ELECTION. 

I  have  thus  briefly  presented  the  four  great  facts  on  the  sub- 
ject before  us.  Tliey  amount  to  this,  that  in  Regeneration,  the 
sinner,  in  view  of  truth  and  through  the  influence  of  the  Holy 
Spirit,  does  liis  duty.  Tlirough  grace,  the  sinner,  as  a  free,  vol- 
untary, accountable  subject  of  God,  obeys  him.  This  is  the 
great  change,  the  glorious  transformation  of  moral  beings  in 
moral  character.  Tliis  is  that  work  of  God,  which  tames,  and 
softens,  and  subdues  the  spirit  of  rebellion,  and  changes  it  into 
the  spirit  of  obedience — the  spirit  of  heaven;  transforms  what 
would  become  the  unquenched  hate  and  malice  of  an  infernal, 
into  what  will  become  a  seraph's  love.  This  is  that  new  crea- 
tion, compared  with  which  "  the  former  shall  not  be  remem- 
bered nor  come  into  mind." 

If  any  should  be  curious  to  inquire  how  can  these  things  be, 
or  what  is  the  precise  mode  of  the  Spirit's  operation  beyond 
what  is  involved  in  the  facts  now  stated,  I  answer,  no  man 
knows,  no  man  can  tell  what  it  is.  To  any  one  who  says  it 
must  be  this  or  that  particular  mode  and  can  be  no  other,  I 
should  say,  *'  There  are  more  things  in  heaven  and  earth  than 
your  philosophy  has  dreamt  of."  He  who  knew  how  to  create 
a  mind,  may  know  many  ways  in  which  he  can  influence  mind, 
— ways  in  which  he  can  secure  menial  action  in  perfect  accord- 
ance with  its  nuture  as  mental  actioyi.  We  have  one  class  of 
facts  which  furnish  an  illustration.  By  that  influence  of  the 
Spirit  of  God  which  we  call  insjnration^  he  produced  in  the 
minds  of  the  sacred  writers  and  the  first  preachers  of  Christian- 
ity, intellectual  acts — thoughts,  acts  of  memory  and  of  reason- 
ing, views  of  truth,  which  otherwise  would  not  have  existed 
in  their  minds.  Still,  these  were  as  truly  their  own  mental  acts 
as  any  other.  Tuey  thought,  they  remembered,  they  rea- 
soned. So  in  Regeneration,  God  can  produce  moral  acts  or 
exercises  in  the  mind  which  otherwise  would  not  exist,  and 
which  shall  be  as  truly  moral  acts,  and  the  acts  or  exercises  of 
the  sinner's  own  powers  and  his  own  acts,  as  were  they  to  take 
place  without  divine  influence.  Without  creating  new  pow- 
ers, God  can  bring  the  sinner  to  use  aright  those  he  already 
possesses.  lie  can  bring  the  sinner  to  love  him  and  to  repent 
of  sin,  and  yet  the  sinner  do  all  the  loving  and  all  the  repent- 
ing. The  reality  of  this  divine  influence  is  known  by  the 
results^  not  by  the  mode  of  their  production.  "  The  wind  blow- 
eth  where  it  listeth,  and  thou  hearest  the  sound  thereof,  but 
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canst  not  tell  whence  it  cometh  nor  whither  it  goeth.  So  is 
every  one  that  is  born  of  the  Spirit."  The  omniscient  God 
knows  how  to  produce,  and  does  produce  by  his  word  and  by 
his  Spirit,  right  moral  acts  or  exercises  in  the  mind,  in  a  way 
perfectly  consistent  with  their  nature.  This  is  enough  for  us 
to  know. 

Having  thus  attempted  to  explain  and  establish  the  four 
great  facts  stated  in  the  text,  I  now  propose  to  test  hy  these 
facts  certain  opinions  respecting  the  manner  in  winch  God  ex- 
ecutes the  purpose  of  Election ;  proceeding  on  this  principle, 
that  whatever  is  involved  in  these  facts  is  true,  and  whatever 
is  inconsistent  with  them  is  false.     I  remark — 

1.  That  the  manner  in  which  God  executes  the  purpose  of 
Election,  involves  an  earnest^  serious  attentmi  to  truth  on  the 
paH  of  the  sinner.  By  this  I  intend  that  thoughtfulness,  that 
sober,  solemn  thinking  of  the  objects  which  truth  presents; 
that  wakeful  sensibility  to  these  objects  which  are  necessary  to 
secure  their  effect  on  the  jnind  in  right  moral  exercises  or  ac- 
tion. It  is  cixsy  to  see,  that  neither  the  truth  nor  the  Spirit  of 
God  can  influence  the  mind  through  the  truth,  if  the  truth  be 
not  thought  of.  It  is  easy  to  see  also,  that  it  may  be  reflected 
on,  and  yet  the  sensibilities  may  be  so  held  l)ack,  checked,  re- 
strained, or  so  engrossed  with  other  objects,  that  its  influence 
shall  be  wholly  counteracted.  In  this  way  it  may  fall  as  the 
rain  and  distill  as  the  dew,  but  it  falls  on  the  cold  rock.  On  the 
other  hand,  truth  may  be  so  thought  of,  especially  God's  truth, 
that  it  shall  bear  on  the  spirit  like  the  pressure  of  great  moun- 
tains, and  so  that  the  sinner  can  not  rest  in  sin ;  so  that  thought, 
feeling,  emotion,  shall  be  occupied  with  what  eternal  truth  tells 
him ;  so  that  he  shall  even  tremble  like  a  dying  immortal  fall- 
ing into  danmation ;  so  that  the  world  shall  lose  its  attractions 
and  its  charms  in  view  of  the  ruin  that  awaits  him ;  and  so 
that  he  shall  put  himself  with  the  earnestness  of  such  a  condi- 
tion to  instant  compliance  with  the  terms  of  mercy.  Let  it 
not  be  forgotten  however,  that  no  duty  is  done — no  duty  is  or 
can  be  done,  until  the  supreme  affections  of  the  heart  are  fixed 
on  God.  Attention  to  truth  is  an  indispensable  preliminary  to 
a  right  act  of  the  heart.  But  no  sinner  is  the  better  merely 
for  his  attention  or  thoughtfulness,  nor  for  his  anxieties  and 
trembling,  nor  for  any  attempts  to  love  God  until  he  does  love 
him.     Kor  is  there,  so  far  as  we  know,  any  attention  to  truth 
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which  the  sinner  will  in  fact  give,  which  creates  any  certainty 
that  the  heart  will  be  changed.  On  this  question  we  can 
neither  affirm  nor  deny.  God  has  not  told  us  that  there  is  a 
certain  connection  between  any  preliminary  acts  of  the  sinner 
and  his  conversion.  The  soul  is  never  safe  until  the  heart  is  right, 
"We  see  siunei*s,  so  far  as  the  Imman  eye  can  judge,  returning  to 
Bin  from  every  degree  of  anxiety  and  earnestness,  and  can  not 
therefore  assert  any  certain  connection  between  preliminary 
acts  and  a  new  heart ;  nor  yet  can  we  assert  the  contrary. 

Two  things  however  we  can  say.  Many  who  give  attention 
to  the  subject  are  converted  ;  and  none  are  converted  who  do 
not.  So  it  was  in  the  days  of  Christ  and  his  apostles.  So  it 
has  been  in  the  revivals  of  later  days.  Many,  not  to  say  most 
of  those  who  think,  and  feel,  and  are  in  earnest  on  the  subject 
of  religion,  become  Christians.  But  I  speak  of  those  only 
who  take  up  the  subject  and  enter  on  the  work,  as  one  which 
is  to  be  done  because  heaven  and  hell  depend  on  the  doing  of 
it.  Look  the  world  over,  and  you  never  knew  or  heard  of  the 
conversion  of  an  unconcerned,  heedless  sinner.  The  conver- 
sion of  the  jailer,  of  Lydia,  of  Matthew,  of  tlie  woman  of  Sa- 
maria, of  the  Ethiopian  eunuch,  of  three  thousand  on  the  day 
of  Pentecost — of  each,  of  all,  was  through  the  truth  and  at- 
tention to  truth.  Even  the  conversion  of  Saul  of  Tarsus  was 
not  achieved  till  he  was  an  awakened,  distressed  sinner.  The 
Bible,  as  we  have  seen,  affirms  that  Regeneration  is  through 
the  truth.  It  is  impossible,  in  the  nature  of  things,  that  it 
should  be  otherwise.  A  sinner  love  God  without  thinking  of 
him,  without  feeling  his  obligations  to  love  him,  without  at- 
tempting to  love  him  I  Believe  in  Christ  without  a  thought  of 
Christ !  Repent  of  sin  without  a  thought  of  it !  Never.  The 
Holy  Spirit  will  not  convert  a  sinner  while  remaining  thought- 
less of  his  God,  of  his  Saviour,  and  of  his  own  soul.  I  care 
not  what  else  is  true  of  him,  be  he  who  he  may,  while  he 
sleeps  in  sin,  God  will  not  convert  him.  Elect  or  non-elect, 
'tis  death.  Elect  or  non-elect,  so  sure  as  there  is  a  hell,  he 
who  remains  careless  in  his  sins  is  the  victim  of  its  woes- 

On  the  contrary,  let  the  sinner  awake  to  the  great  concern 
of  his  salvation,  and  there  is,  we  do  not  say  an  infallible  cer- 
tainty of  his  conversion,  but  there  is  all  the  hope  which  he  can 
have,  while  there  is  nothing  but  despair  without  his  so  doing. 
Let  him  under  the  pressure  of  his  necessities  as  a  guilty,  lost, 
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perishing  sinner,  bring  himself  to  the  point  of  complying  with 
the  terms  of  mercy,  to  the  point  of  giving  his  heart  at  once  to 
God  in  view  of  what  God  is,  and  his  soul  to  Christ  in  view  of 
what  Christ  is.  Let  him  take  it  up  as  a  concern  now  on  hand, 
and  put  himself  to  it  with  the  urgency  of  a  present  achieve- 
ment, as  that  which  may  be  done,  which  must  be  done,  and 
which  may  as  well  be  done  now  as  ever ;  as  that  which,  if  it 
can  not  be  done  now,  there  is  decisive  proof  that  it  never  can 
be  done ;  and  more  than  all,  as  that  which  must  never  bo 
abandoned.  Let  him  thus  put  himself,  the  whole  man,  to  the 
point  of  duty  ;  to  the  very  act  of  giving  his  heart  to  God,  and 
who  shall  say,  that  by  the  grace  of  God  it  will  not  be  done  ? 
Peradventure,  God  will  give  him  repentance.  Neither  man 
nor  angel  can  say,  that  in  that  same  moment  such  a  sinner  will 
not,  by  the  grace  of  God,  become  a  child  of  God,  and  an  heir 
of  his  glory. 

2.  The  manner  in  which  God  executes  the  purpose  of  Elec- 
tion, requires  that  the  sinner  aliouldact  in  performing  hi^  duty 
in  precisely  the  same  manner  as  he  would  were  he  not  depend- 
ent on  Ood,  Some  there  are  who  suppose  that  the  sinner  has 
nothing  to  do  in  this  work ;  that  he  is  to  take  the  attitude  of  a 
mere  recipient ;  that  he  is  to  regard  himself  simply  as  the  sub- 
ject of  an  effect ;  a  being  not  to  act,  but  to  be  acted  upon,  and 
at  most,  as  one  who,  by  his  unholy  prayers,  is  to  induce  God, 
if  he  can,  to  change  his  heart.  But  let  us  remember  the  facts. 
The  change  in  Regeneration  is  a  change  from  wrong  to  right 
moral  action  ;  and  right  moral  action  is  the  right  exercise  of 
moral  powers.  There  is  no  necessity  for  the  creation  of  any 
new  powers,  and  no  necessity  for  any  other  act  than  the  right 
exercise  of  powers  already  existing.  No  new  or  other  duty 
devolves  on  the  sinner,  because  he,  by  his  perverseness  in  sin, 
is  dependent  on  God.  The  self-same  thing  is  still  his  duty ; 
the  self-same  thing  is  to  be  done,  and  to  be  done  in  precisely 
the  same  manner  or  mode  of  acting  as  were  he  not  dependent. 
But  can  the  sinner  perform  right  moral  action  without  even  a 
thought  or  suspicion  that  right  moral  action  is  what  he  has 
to  do  ?  The  thing  to  be  done,  and  the  only  thing  in  his  view, 
is  not  the  right  use  of  moral  powers  already  possessed,  but 
the  actual  creation  of  such  powers  by  God.  Will  he  then  at- 
tempt to  use  powers  aright  which  are  yet  to  be  created  ?  Be- 
lieving that  he  has  no  soul,  or  at  best  only  a  part  of  a  soul,  will 
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he  ever  exercise,  or  attempt  to  exercise  that  repentance,  or 
faith,  or  love,  for  wliich  as  yet  he  supposcB  he  has  no  capacity? 
He  will  never  think  of  it.  He  will  stand  there  till  he  dies, 
waiting  for  God  to  do  what,  in  his  view,  God  only  can  do. 
And  now,  is  this  the  impression  which  ought  to  be  made,  which 
the  Bible  is  designed  to  make  ?  No.  The  sinner  mnst  take 
the  attitude  of  an  agent,  the  attitude  of  a  doer.  Something  is 
to  be  done  on  the  part  of  the  sinner.  And  the  thing,  and  the 
only  thing  to  be  done  on  his  part,  as  a  moral  agent,  is  right 
moral  action,  and  he  must  put  himself  directly  to  its  peribrm- 
ance.  And  be  it  remembered,  that  if  God  ever  changeB  a 
sinners  heart,  it  will  be,  not  when  the  sinner  is  trying  to  make 
God  give  him  a  new  heart,  but  when  he  is  trying  to  give  his 
heart  to  God.  Every  thing  that  God  does  in  this  work  is  to 
bring  the  sinner  to  act  right ;  to  exercise  right  moral  affections. 
Every  thing  in  the  Bible  is  designed  and  intended  to  put  the 
sinner  to  the  performance  of  right  action.  Every  command, 
call,  entreaty  ;  every  promise  and  every  threatening,  shuts  the 
sinner  up  to  the  act  of  duty.  God  and  his  Son,  prophets  and 
apostles,  call  the  siimer  to  the  act  of  duty.  This  is  required, 
and  every  tiling  but  this  is  prohibited  on  pain  of  endless  death. 
"Thou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God.'-  "  Make  you  a  new  heart." 
"  Believe  on  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ."  "  Except  ye  repent,  ye 
shall  all  likewise  perish."  The  most  distinct  and  loudest  sum- 
mons from  the  throne  of  the  Eternal :  "  My  son,  give  me  thine 
heart ;"  and  every  voice  of  truth,  eveiy  accent  of  mercy,  every 
denunciation  of  wrath,  heaven,  earth,  judgment,  hell,  echo  the 
call,  Do  it !  do  it ! 

Do  you  say  that  the  »inn^*  has  vo  power  to  change  Aw  heart  f 
You  contradict  one  of  the  facts.  A  new  heart  is  the  right  ex- 
ercise of  moral  powers.  Without  the  power  in  the  sinner,  how 
can  even  God  give  him  a  new  heart ;  how  cause  powers  to  act 
which  do  not  exist?  Or,  if  you  say  that  God  gives  the  power, 
still  new  power  is  not  a  new  heart ;  is  not  a  holy  heart.  The 
possession  of  moral  powers  is  not  the  right  use  of  moral  pow- 
ers. Tliese  may  all  exist  and  still  be  perverted.  Surely  it  is 
no  proof  that  a  being  will  do  right  because  he  has  the  power 
to  do  so,  nor  yet  is  the  fact  that  he  does  wrong,  any  proof  that 
he  has  not  power  to  do  right. 

No  power !  Have  you  ever  read  the  law  of  God  ?  and  if 
you  have,  do  you  not  know  that  what  God  requires,  and  all 
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he  requires  is,  that  the  sinner  love  with  all  Aw  heart,  all  hia 
mind,  all  his  soul,  aW  his  strength  ?  Do  you  not  know  that  if 
the  sinner  were  thus  to  love  God  with  all  his  powers,  he  would 
be  a  perfectly  holy  man  ?  And  if  God  were  to  bring  him  to 
do  this  without  giving  him  any  new  powers,  would  not  this  be 
Regeneration?  Would  not  this  be  a  holy  heart?  And  does 
the  sinner  then  need  any  new  powers?  Has  the  sinner  no 
power,  when  he  would  be  absolutely  and  perfectly  holy,  would 
he  love  God  with  all  the  power  he  has  ?  Away  with  this  An- 
tinomian  license  to  sin  ;  this  plea  for  legalized  rebellion  against 
the  living  God  !  My  Heai'ers,  if  a  man  were  to  tell  nie  under 
the  solemnity  of  an  oath,  that  he  has  no  power  to  obey  God,  I 
would  not  charge  him  with  willful  perjury,  but  I  should  fear- 
lessly say,  You  know  better.  What,  not  know  better  than  to 
say  that  you  have  not  ability  to  love  God  with  all  your  power ; 
cannot  do  what  you  can  do  ! 

But  it  may  be  said,  the  grace  of  God  is  irresistihle  grace  /  so 
tliat  when  this  grace  is  given,  the  sinner  is  converted  whether 
he  acts  or  does  not  act.  Nothing  depends  on  what  he  shall 
do  or  shall  not  do.  I  appeal  again  to  the  facts.  The  change  in 
Regeneration  is  moral  action.  And  can  such  action  be  com- 
pelled action  ?  According  to  this  scheme,  the  sinner  would 
be  a  volunteer  dragged  to  his  duty.  Would  this  be  holy  obe- 
dience to  God  ?  God,  by  the  mere  forcJe  of  omnipotence,  crushes 
the  moral  agency  of  the  sinner  in  producing  moral  action ; 
makes  the  sinner  willing  against  his  will,  and  actually  secures 
moral  action  by  rendering  moral  action  impossible  !  And  can 
these  things  be  ? — the  sinner  will  choose  both  ways  at  once  I 
Choose  right,  and  at  the  same  time  choose  not  to  choose  right ! 
Love  God  with  a  heart  wholly  averse  to  God  !  Love  and  hate 
at  the  same  time  !  Is  such  the  absurd  achievement  of  the  grace 
of  God  in  tlie  conversion  of  the  sinner  ?  True,  sinners  are  de- 
pendent on  the  grace  of  God.  They  come  to  Christ  only  when 
the  Father  draws  them.  Mark  the  word — when  the  Father 
draws  them.  It  is  an  influence  that  draws,  not  compels  ;  that 
attracts,  not  forces  to  duty ;  an  influence  which  perfectly  ac- 
cords with  the  free,  unconstrained,  voluntary  nature  of  moral 
action ;  an  influence  as  attractive  as  the  glories  of  his  own 
Godhead ;  moving  upon,  softening,  melting  the  rebel's  heart 
like  the  love  of  Jesus,  and  persu^ive  as  the  accents  of  his 
mercy.    It  never  violates  the  freedom  of  the  sinner's  act ;  never 
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crosses  tlie  laws  of  voluntary  action  ;  never  dispenses  with  the 
true  and  proper  exercise  of  every  moral  •power  of  the  moral 
agent.  It  is  an  influence  which  the  sinner  can,  and  often  does 
resist ;  an  influence  to  which  he  /thnselfmuBt  yield,  and  yield- 
ing to  which,  he  would  be  drawn  by  its  mysterious,  heavenly 
attractions  to  the  bosom  of  his  God. 

Tlius  (iVQry  thing  conspires  to  show  you  that  the  sinner  is  to 
put  himself  to  the  act  of  duty  exactly  as  he  would,  as  to  the 
manner  of  doing  it,  were  he  not  dependent.  Tlie  influence  of 
the  Spirit  of  God  modifies  nothing,  changes  nothing  in  the 
manner  of  performing  right  action.  It  is  still,  though  done 
through  the  Spirit,  the  self-same  thing  on  the  part  of  the  sin- 
ner ;  the  same  free,  voluntary,  moral  act  which  it  would  be, 
and  done  in  the  same  nutnner  in  which  it  would  be,  were  it  to 
be  done  without  a  divine  influence.  Tliis  influence,  tliough  dis- 
tinct from  that  of  truth  and  motives,  is  yet  in  perfect  harmony 
with  it,  and  both  combine  and  bear  in  the  same  direction  and 
t^nd  to  the  same  result,  viz.,  to  produce  right  moral  action. 
In  a  manner  unknown  to  us,  God,  by  his  truth  and  by  his 
Spirit,  aims  to  enlist  all  the  moral  powei's  of  the  soul  in  tlie 
performance  of  right  moral  action.  What  the  sinner  has  to 
do,  is  to  accord  with  this  design,  by  putting  hijnself — all  his 
powers — directly  to  the  act  of  duty.  His  understanding,  in 
the  form  of  solemn  thought,  must  be  exercised  in  apprehending, 
knowing,  seeing  what  the  objects  of  right  aflFection  are.  Sen- 
sibility must  wake  up,  and  feeling  and  emotion  must  associate 
with  thought, — feeling  in  all  the  forms  of  hope,  and  fear,  and 
desire,  and  a  sense  of  obligation  and  duty.  Tlie  heart  must 
be  applied  to  right  objects  in  the  form  of  love  and  preference, 
softening  in  contrition  and  godly  sorrow  for  sin ;  the  will 
must  be  fixed  in  the  form  of  choice,  of  full  purpose,  in  one  re- 
solve, immutable,  to  serve  the  living  God.  This  is  right  moral 
action.  To  this,  God  by  his  truth,  through  his  Spirit,  would 
bring  the  sinner.  Let  the  sinner  then  who  would  not  resist 
God  and  his  grace,  yield  himself,  heart  and  soul,  to  these  in- 
fluences. Let  him  do  it,  as  to  the  manner  of  doing  it,  just  as 
he  would  had  he  never  heard  whether  there  be  any  Holy 
Ghost.  Let  him  think  of  God,  his  character,  his  relations. 
Let  him  look  thoughtfully  on  that  Being  whose  glories  enrap- 
ture all  heaven.  Let  him  yield  his  heart  in  supreme  and  ever- 
lasting love  to  that  perfect  Being ;  and  when  he  loves,  when 
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he  can  say,  "  Whom  have  I  in  lieaven  but  theo,  and  there  is 
none  upon  the  earth  that  I  desire  beside  thee  ;"  then  let  liim 
add,  in  grateful  praise,  "  By  the  grace  of  God  I  am  wliat  I  am/' 

3.  The  manner  in  which  God  executes  the  purpose  of  Elec- 
tion, shows,  that  the  sinner  under  the  call  to  duty^  should  begin 
tlie  work  of  duty  without  waiting  for  God  to  do  more  than  he 
is  now  doing.  Appeal  again  to  the  facts.  The  change  in  Ke- 
geueration  is  "  obeying  the  truth  through  the  Spirit ;"  and 
God's  call  to  duty  is  truth.  Truth  brought  to  the  mind  of  the 
sinner  is  always  felt.  And  nothing  prevents  him,  when  truth 
is  in  his  thoughts,  from  becoming  at  once  a  convicted  and  a 
converted  sinner,  but  his  own  voluntary  resistance  of  the  truth. 
Do  you  say  the  effect  in  conviction^  however  slight^  is  to  he 
ascribed  to  a  divijie  influence  attending  the  truth  f  Be  it  so, 
and  God  forbid  that  I  should  authorize  a  doubt  on  that  point. 
But  ought  the  sinner  now  to  resist  this  combined  influence  of 
truth  and  the  Holy  Spirit,  or  to  yield  to  it  ?  Ought  he  to  say, 
and  ought  you  to  confirm  him  in  the  opinion,  that  God  must 
do  more  for  him  than  he  is  now  doing,  in  order  that  he  may 
put  himself  at  once  to  the  performance  of  his  duty  ?  Ought 
he  to  make  light  of  God's  commands  and  God's  grace,  and  say 
all  this  is  nothing,  something  more  must  be  done,  and  thus  re- 
main in  the  firmest  attitude  of  resistance,  aggravating  his  guilt 
and  endangering  his  soul  ? 

But  you  say,  the  siiiner  resists  what  God  is  "now  doing^  and 
he  will  resist  unless  God  does  trior e.  Yes,  the  sinner  resists 
what  God  is  now  doing ;  and  what  is  worse,  he  always  will  re- 
sist it  in  every  future  moment  of  his  probation,  if  you  preach 
and  he  believes  that  he  must  and  will  resist  it.  Youi*  own  doc- 
trine believed,  infallibly  produces  this  effect.  It  annihilates 
thought  of  any  thing  else  ;  it  paralyzes  all  attempt  at  any  thing 
but  resistance,  by  the  assurance  and  belief  that  he  shall  do 
nothing  but  resist ;  for  when  was  such  a  thing  heard  of,  that  a 
man  ever  attempted  to  do  what  he  fully  believed  that  he  should 
not  do  ?  Never.  And  thus  it  is  that  this  unauthorized  doctrine, 
that  God  must  do  more  than  he  is  now  doing,  in  order  that  the 
sinner  may  begin  the  work  of  his  salvation,  will  account  for 

**  fatal  resistance  of  truth  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  the 

-al  ruin  of  the  soul  in  the  case  of  thousands.     God,^  you  say, 

lust  do  rrwrefoT  the  sinner  than  he  is  now  doing,    I  do  not 

leuy  it ;  but  I  aflSrm  that  you  have  no  warrant  for  the  assertion. 
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What  more  ?  Will  he  turn  tlie  sinner  to  holiness  from  a  state 
of  absolute  stupidity  in  sin,  change  his  heart  when  he  sleeps 
in  his  iniquity,  or  cause  him  to  love  him  while  he  resists  and 
shuts  out  the  light  which  reveals  the  glories  to  be  loved  ?  Do 
you  say,  lie  micst  awaken  the  mind  and  impress  and  convict  the 
conscience^  and  so  at  least  as  to  give  some  ifitlmation  that  he  is 
ready  to  convert  him  f  But  how  does  this  appear  ?  The  true 
and  only  reason  that  the  sinner  is  not  now  awakened,  and  does 
not  now  give  his  heart  to  God,  is  not  that  God  must  do  more, 
but  that  the  sinner  resists  what  God  is  now  doing.  Truth 
without  the  Spirit  would  be  enough  if  the  sinner  did  not  resist 
it.  But  this  is  not  all.  How  do  you  know  that  the  sinner 
would  not,  by  the  power  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  perform  his  duty, 
when  called  to  it,  did  he  not  resist  the  Holy  Ghost  ?  Indeed, 
where  is  the  sin  of  resisting  it,  if  his  influence  could  produce 
no  salutary  result  were  it  unresisted  ?  And  who  shall  say,  that 
under  every  call  to  duty  from  God,  there  is  not  (we  do  not  say 
that  there  is,  but  who  shall  say  there  is  not)  an  influence  from 
the  Holy  Ghost  that  would  conduct  the  sinner  to  holiness  and 
heaven,  did  he  not  freely  and  perversely  resist  it  ? 

We  may  view  this  subject  with  advantage  in  another  light. 
Why  has  God  revealed  the  doctrine  of  the  sinner's  depend- 
ence ?  Is  it  to  prevent  him  from  doing  his  duty  when  God 
commands  him  to  do  it  ?  From  doing  it  at  once,  even  with  the 
very  first  thought  of  it  ?  Does  God  call  sinners  to  instant  duty 
in  every  command ;  does  he  in  every  call  and  every  entreaty 
do  this ;  does  he  in  every  promise  and  every  threatening  sus- 
pend the  eternal  life  or  death  of  the  soul  on  immediate  duty, 
and  yet  by  the  doctrine  of  divine  influence,  tell  them  to  sit 
still  and  wait  for  him  to  do  something  more  than  he  is  now 
doing  ?  What  says  common  sense  ?  It  says,  that  if,  when 
God  calls  the  sinner  to  repentance,  it  is  truth  known  to  the 
sinner  that  God  must  do  more  than  he  is  now  doing,  or  is 
ready  to  do,  that  the  sinner  may  repent,  lot  the  sinner  wait  till 
God  does  more.  Is  there  any  reason  why  a  man  should  now 
attempt  to  do  what  he  knows  he  shall  not  now  do  ?  Is  tliere 
any  more  reason  why  a  man  should  attempt  to  become  wise, 
or  rich,  or  honorable,  when  he  knows  that  he  shall  not  succeed, 
than  why  he  should  try  to  visit  the  moon  by  flying  thither  f 
It  matters  not,  as  to  this  pointy  what  the  ground  of  the  certainty 
IB,  whether  it  is  want  of  power  or  of  inclination,  bo  long  as 
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there  is  a  known  certainty  that  the  sinner  will  not  attempt  to 
perform  his  duty,  there  is  a  good  reason  why  he  should  not 
attempt  it.  If  it  be  known  truth  that  he  will  not  act  without 
a  further  influence,  reason  says,  common  sense  says,  wait  for 
the  influence ;  let  the  sinner  sleep  on,  and  sleep  away  the  houi*6 
of  his  probation,  waiting  for  God  to  do  more.  But  is  this  the 
message  that  eternal  mercy  sounds  in  the  ears  of  sleeping  guilt  ? 
Oh  no,  my  hearei*8.  The  sinner  under  the  call  to  duty  must 
perform  it.  God  tells  him  to  begin,  and  begin  in  earnest. 
He  tells  him  in  every  command  of  his  authority,  and  in  every 
entreaty  of  his  love.  Every  voice  that  speaketh  from  heaven 
says,  ''  Strive  to  enter  in  at  the  strait  gate  ;"  and  every  voice 
that  speaketh  truth  on  earth  repeats  the  summons.  And  you 
may  be  sure  that  while  God  thus  urges  the  sinner  to  move  and 
stir  himself  in  this  work  at  once,  he  does  not  paralyze  every 
effort  by  assuring  him  that  he  will  not  act  until  something  more 
is  done  for  him  than  is  now  doing. 

Why  then  has  God  revealed  the  sinner's  dependence  on  his 
Spirit  ?  Pre-eminently — I  had  almost  said  solely — to  prevent 
utter  despair,  and  consequent  inaction.  K  it  were  not  true, 
that  God  by  his  Spirit  can  and  may  overcome  the  pervei^seness 
of  the  sinner's  heart,  what  could  the  sinner  hope  for  ?  'Tis  all 
the  hope  that  one  of  our  lost  race  will  ever  see  heaven.  With- 
out it,  we  should,  and  well  we  might,  sit  down  in  inaction,  de- 
spair. But  here  it  is  in  this  book  of  God's  grace  and  mercy ; 
and  here  it  is  for  the  purpose  of  saving  us  from  the  hopelessness 
and  horrors  of  the  state  into  which  sin  has  brought  us.  Here 
it  is,  as  the  arm  of  the  Almighty  revealed  for  our  deliverance  ; 
as  the  hand  of  eternal  mercy  which  has  taken  hold  of  us  to 
raise  us  from  the  pit,  and  to  convince  us  that  heaven  may  bo 
obtained.  And  shall  the  sinner  sit  still  and  do  nothing,  because 
God  may  be  willing  to  help  ?  .  Shall  we  thus  pervert  this  hope 
from  God's  own  arm ;  break  away  from  the  grasp  of  omnipo- 
tent love  and  plunge  into  hell,  because  God  has  undertaken  to 
save  ?     Oh,  what  a  perversion  of  the  grace  of  God  were  this  I 

But  it  will  be  said,  there  are  some  sinners  who  never  will  a4r 
tempt  the  work  of  their  8alvatio7i,  and  that  God  knows  they  will 
not  True.  But  still,  is  there  no  good  reason  why  they  should  ? 
The  question  here  is  not  what  God  knows,  but  what  the  sinner 
knows.  Is  there  no  reason  why  a  drowning  man  should  make 
an  effort  to  escape  impending  death,  because  God  may  know 
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that  he  will  not  escape  ?  Do  you  say  that  if  he  knew  what 
God  knows,  there  wonld  be  a  .reason  why  he  shoukl  not  try 
to  escape  ?  That  is  exactly  what  I  say.  If  God  has  revealed 
the  certainty  that  there  is  no  escape,  and  that  no  effort  will 
be  made,  then  there  is  a  reason  for  not  making  an  effort. 
Bat  the  fact  that  the  sinner  does  not  know  but  that  bv  effort 
he  may  be  saved,  or  rather  the  known  fact  that  by  it  he 
may  be  saved,  is  surely  reason  enough  for  effort.  If  it  were 
a  revealed  truth,  that  under  the  calls  of  God  to  dutv,  there  is 
no  hope  of  compliance,  that  the  sinner  will  not  attempt  it, 
then  all  efforts  are  as  preposterous  as  if  the  sinner  were  a 
corpse. 

If  God  has  revealed  such  a  doctrine,  we  ought  to  preach  it, 
and  when  we  carry  to  sinners  the  moving  message  of  wrath 
and  mercy,  tell  them  that  they  will  not  move ;  that  they  may 
with  entire  propriety  remain  quiet  and  undisturbed  ;  for  after 
all  they  will  lie  as  dead,  and  hopelessly  dead,  till  God,  by 
some  new  and  higher  influence,  shall  move  them,  as  if  a  word 
had  not  been  uttered.  But  Oh,  what  another  Gospel  would  that 
be,  which  should  read  to  this  thoughtless  world  such  a  warrant 
for  sloth,  or  such  a  message  of  despair!  It  might  indeed  tell 
us,  and  tell  us  with  propriety,  that  we  ought  to  repent.  But 
if  it  told  us  that  unless  God  should  do  something  more  than  he 
is  now  doing,  we  never  should  even  attempt  it,  not  even  make 
a  beginning  by  having  a  thought  about  it,  how  would  the  con- 
viction of  the  uselessness  of  effort  paralyze  us  I  Tlien  would 
the  tenfold  slumbers  of  moral  death  take  hold  of  this  fallen 
world,  and  the  shadows  of  the  second  death  come  up  over  the 
face  of  it ;  and  this  region  of  hope,  this  theater  of  divine  mercy, 
where  the  kingdom  of  God  now  suffereth  violence,  and  the  vio- 
lent take  it  by  force,  be  changed  into  the  pathway  to  hell,  and 
every  human  being,  in  the  gloom  or  frenzy  of  despair,  take  his 
solitary  way  down  to  everlasting  burnings  I 

But  such  is  not  the  world  we  live  in.  Such  is  not  the  Gos- 
pel its  God  hath  sent  to  it.  Hear  the  song  of  angels  when  its 
Redeemer  came  :  ''  Glory  to  God  in  tlie  highest,  and  on  eurth 
peace,  good- will  toward  men."  Hear  the  Saviour  who  bled 
and  died  for  it :  "  God  sent  not  his  Son  into  the  world  to  con- 
demn the  world,  but  that  the  w-orld  through  him  might  be 
saved."  Consider  God's  purpose  of  electing  grace,  executed 
in  such  perfect  accordance  with  the  free,  unconstrained,  volun- 


CONCLUSION.  405 

tary  action  of  the  mind,  as  not  to  hinder  the  salvation  of  one, 
and  that  none  can  perish  but  by  his  own  choice.  Look  abroad 
too  at  the  work  of  this  world's  redemption  going  on.  You  see 
Zion  s  rising  glories  in  every  land,  and  in  anticipation,  her  con- 
verts multiplying  as  the  drops  of  the  morning ;  you  hear  their 
songs  of  deliverance,  and  you  see  this  redeemed  company,  all 
of  them  sinners  who  have  waked  up  and  begun  the  work  of 
their  salvation,  while  not  a  man  of  all  earth's  thoughtless  mill- 
ions is  to  be  found  among  them.  And,  My  Hearers,  if  you 
would  be  saved,  you  must  begin.  Under  the  mandate  of  the 
living  God,  you  must  act.  You  must  think  of  something  l>eside 
mere  vanities.  You  must  think  of  and  feel  something  beside 
these  nothings  of  earth  and  time.  You  must  think  of  the 
things  that  belong  to  your  everlasting  peace ;  you  must  feel 
the  powere  of  the  world  to  come  ;  you  must  ply  the  whole  en- 
ergy of  the  inner  man  to  the  point  of  duty,  the  single  point  of 
giving  God  your  heart.  You  must  begin  the  work  as  one 
which  may  be  done,  which  ought  to  be  done,  which  must  be 
done ;  or,  under  God's  condemnation,  you  must  soon  be  plunged 
into  the  realities  of  eternity. 

Such  is  the  manner  then,  in  which  God  executes  his  purpose 
i>f  Election.  God  you  see,  has  no  purpose  of  Election  to  bring 
any  sinners  to  repentance  who  sleep  away  their  probation  in  the 
stupidity  and  sloth  of  sin.  lie  has  no  purpose  to  bring  any  to 
repentance,  except  through  their  own  wakeful,  free,  voluntary 
activity,  under  the  influence  of  his  Spirit.  Dependent  then  as 
sinners  are  on  God  for  a  new  heart,  it  rests  also  in  a  most  vital 
respect  on  themselves  whether  they  have  a  new  heart  or  not. 
If  they  sleep  in  sin,  God  will  not  give  them  a  new  heart.  If 
tlicy  awake  to  their  duty,  he  may.  Yea,  listen.  No  voice  of 
truth  throughout  the  universe  says  he  will  not.  You  see  then 
that  such  is  the  manner  in  which  God  executes  the  purpose  of 
Election,  that  your  salvation  so  depends  on  what  you  do,  as  to 
create  all  the  propriety,  and  all  the  importance,  and  all  the 
necessity  for  these  efforts,  that  can  be  conceived  of.  With- 
out them,  elect  or  non-elect,  God  will  never  convert  you. 
With  them  the  work  may  be  done.  It  is  then  with  you  to 
say,  whether  you  will  be  saved  or  lost.  If  you  yield  to  God 
as  you  can,  you  will  be  saved ;  if  you  resist  God  as  you  can, 
you  will  be  lost.  You  must  go  to  hell,  if  you  go  there  at 
all,  as  a  voluntary  self-destroyer,  with  this  conviction  of  the 
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fact,  as  the  never  dying  worm,  the  quenchless  fire  in  your  own 
guilty  bosom,  I  am  self-deMroyed^  self -destroyed  for  eUrnitij. 

When  therefore,  Fellow-Sinner,  the  question  comes  up  in 
your  thoughts, — for  it  will  come  whether  you  will  do  any 
thing  or  not,  whether  you  will  begin,  or  wait  for  God  to  be- 
gin by  doing  more  than  God  is  now  doing, — remember  that 
if  you  do  not  begin,  God  will  never  convert  you,  and  if  you 
delay  a  little  longer,  there  is  a  fearful  probability  that  God  will 
give  you  up  to  determined  sin  and  final  ruin.  And  now  think 
of  this ;  let  it  ring  in  your  eai*s  and  thunder  in  your  conscience, 
that  nothing  less  than  heaven  or  hell  depends  on  what  you  do, 
and  do  soon.  Perhaps  your  present  purpose  will  decide  it. 
Perhaps  while  celestial  eyes  are  now  beaming  with  tenderness 
upon  you,  and  the  bosom  of  eternal  love  swells  with  solicitude 
for  you,  you  are  making  in  your  own  heart  the  decision  which 
God  from  the  throne  of  final  judgment  will  ratify  ;  a  decision 
of  your  own  heart,  whose  result  will  be  heaven  with  its  eter- 
nal joys,  or  hell  with  its  everlasting  woes.  Think  of  this.  God 
the  Father,  God  the  Son,  and  God  the  Holy  Ghost,  are  not  un- 
concerned for  you.  Even  malignant  spirits  beneath  think  of 
you,  and  their  moanings  of  despair  may  have  ceased,  and  the 
clanking  of  their  chains  may  be  stilled,  intent  to  know  your 
decision.  The  blessed  above  may  have  stopped  their  songs, 
ay,  and  some  hovering  angel  may  have  paused  on  another  • 
errand  of  mercy,  and  be  resting  on  his  broad  wings  over  this 
assembly,  to  witness  and  report  in  heaven  a  decision  of  your 
heart,  on  which  heaven  or  hell  depends. 
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III.— OBJECTIONS  TO  THE  DOCTRINE  OF  ELECTI  ON. 
**  And  Baj,  We  are  delivered  to  do  all  these  ahomintAAons.'^—Jeremicih  viL  10. 

The  design  of  the  present  discoui'se  is,  to  answer  the  princi- 
pal objections  alleged  against  the  doctrine  of  Election.  For 
this  purpose  I  recall  to  your  minds  the  view  of  the  subject  as 
it  has  been  given  in  two  former  discourses.  This  I  will  attempt 
to  do  in  the  form  of  an  example.  Let  us  suppose  that  several 
subjects  of  an  earthly  king  have  revolted  from  his  government. 
The  prince,  the  king's  son,  endures  in  view  of  the  assembled 
empire,  a  degree  of  suffering  which  renders  it  consistent  with 
tlie  honor  of  the  king,  and  the  authority  of  his  law,  to  pardon 
all,  on  condition  that  they  will  return  to  their  duty.  On  this 
condition  pardon  is  proffered,  with  the  assurance  that  they  who 
comply  with  the  terms  shall  be  exalted  to  distinguished  honors 
in  the  empire.  To  these  proffers  of  mercy  the  reply  of  the  reb- 
els is,  "  Accept  of  pardon  on  such  terms  ? — we  had  rather  die ; 
we  dislike  you  and  your  laws  as  much  as  when  we  determined 
on  rebellion ;  we  will  not  submit  to  such  tyranny."  Some  how- 
ever, on  hearing  these  offers  urged  upon  their  acceptance,  are 
more  thoughtful  of  tlie  matter  than  others.  Tliey  dread  the 
hour  of  execution;  their  conscience  feels  the  power  of  obliga- 
tion; they  think  of  the  mercy  tliat  provides  and  proffers. de- 
liverance. They  6oberly  consider  the  question,  whether  they 
will  comply  with  this  overture  of  mercy.  Still  however,  the 
spirit  of  rebellion  keeps  its  hold  on  the  heart ;  their  real  feel- 
ing is,  we  can  not,  will  not  submit  to  the  authority  of  one  whose 
laws  we  so  much  dislike.  Thus  all  in  heart  are  rebels  still. 
Who  now  will  hesitate  to  say,  that  all  deserve  to  die ;  and  de- 
serve it  more  than  had  no  mercy  been  offered  and  rejected? 

We  will  now  suppose  that  the  king,  by  some  extraordinary 
influence — by  a  peculiar  power  he  has  of  reaching  the  heart 
through  the  motives  he  presents — which  perfectly  accords  with 
the  freedom  of  action,  can  cause  these  rebels  to  fall  in  cheerful, 
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hnnible  submission,  at  his  feet.     The  question  now  is,  will  he  do 
this  for  any  ;  and  if  so^for  how  raany^  andy^^r  wlwm  ?     In  de- 
termining these  questions,  the  king  sees  and  knows  that  to  bring 
all  to  submit,  would  perhaps  result  in  greater  evil  than  not  to  do 
it;  he  sees  that  it  might  be  made  the  occjision  of,  and  even  prove 
a  direct  encouragement  to  rebellion  ;  that  many  of  these  would 
rebel  again,  and  that  hopelessly,  and  still  greater  multitudes 
with  them.     They  might  reason  in  this  way :  "There  is  nc»tliing 
to  fear  from  our  indulgent  sovereign  ;  rebel  as  we  may,  he  will 
not  punish."     Tlius  a  universal,  hopeless  revolt  might  ensue. 
All  this  we  will  suppose  the  king  foresees,  and  therefore  determ- 
ines not  to  bring  all  these  rebels  by  this  peculiar  influence  to 
submission.     Shall  he  then  bring  a  part  ?    This  he  can  do  con- 
sistently with  wisdom  and  goodness.     Tliis  he  can  do,  and 
secure  the  loyalty  and  happiness  of  a  greater  number  of  his 
subjects  than  by  not  doing  it.     But  who  shall  be  the  favored 
subjects?     Xot  those  who  persisted  in  treating  the   oiiered 
mercy  with  scorn — who,  in  the  spirit  of  rebellion,  turned  from 
the  message  of  grace  only  to  meditate  treason,  and  who  would 
scarcely  give  it  a  hearing.     Not  one  of  these  shall  partake  of 
the  blessing.     He  determines  then,  to  confer  the  favor  on  some 
of  those  who  treat  the  message  with  more  apparent  respect ; 
not  because  they  are  fhe  better  for  this,  or  for  their  upbraid- 
ings  of  conscience,  or  for  their  tremblings  at   approaching 
death ;  but  because  it  may  be,  that  there  is  less  that  is  provok- 
ing and  offensive,  or  because  he  can  do  more  for  them  without 
injury  to  others,  or  because  he  knows  that  when  reclaimed,  rhey 
will  prove  useful  in  the  administration  of  his  government,  or 
for  some  other  wise  and  good  reason.  .  These  he  thus  brings  to 
submission,  and  gives  them  the  promised  rewards.     The  rest, 
though  he  sincerely  desires  their  repentance  under  the  influ- 
ence he  uses,  and  while  he  has  used  all  the  influence  to  secure 
it  which  he  wisely  can,  he  orders,  as  they  deserve  and  as  the 
public  good  demands,  to  be  executed.     Supposing  now  the 
king  to  have  foreseen  all  that  we  have  supposed,  and  in  view 
of  it  to  have  done  all  he  has ;  has  he  not  done  right,  and  in 
every  respect  what  wisdom  and  benevolence  would  dictate? 
And  if  so,  was  it  not  right  to  detei'mine  to  do  it  ? 

Tliis  I  give  as  an  exact  illustration  of  the  doctrine  of  Elec- 
tion in  its  connection  with  other  truths,  as  it  has  been  stated 
and  explained  in  two  preceding  discourses. 
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I  now  proceed  to  the  inquiry,  whether  there  Le  any  valid 
objection  to  this  doctrine  ?     I  remark — 

1.  Tliat  the  doctrine  of  Election  is  consistent  with  the  free 
moral  agency  of  inan.  Here  I  readily  admit,  that  if  men  are 
not  free  agents  without  grace,  then  if  they  are  not  elected,  they 
neither  are,  nor  will  they  ever  be,  free  agents.  But,  as  we  have 
shown,  men  are  free  moral  agents  without  grace.  God  does  not 
give,  nor  purpose  to  give,  converting  grace  to  men  because  they 
are  not  moral  agents  without  it ;  but  because  they  are,  and  be- 
cause without  it  they  w^ill  only  pervert  their  moral  agency  to 
sin  and  death.  Indeed,  grace  (the  grace  of  the  Gospel)  can 
not  make  man  a  moral  agent.  Tliis  is  a  matter  of  equity  or 
goodness,  not  of  grace.  The  grace  of  the  Gospel  is  favor  to 
those  and  those  only  who  are  already  moral  agents,  and  sinful 
moral  agents.  Otherwise,  '*  grace  is  no  more  grace."  Tlie  ob- 
ject then  of  God's  purpose  of  Election,  is  not  lo  produce  moral 
agency,  but  to  prevent  the  abuse  of  it ;  it  is  to  prevent  the 
wrong  and  secure  the  right  use  of  moral  powers  already  pos- 
sessed. God  has  never  formed  a  purpose  to  give  converting 
grace  to  stocks,  or  to  animals,  or  to  machines.  God  can  pro- 
duce holiness  in  no  beings  except  moral  agents,  and  of  courae 
can  purpose  to  produce  it  in  no  other.  The  doctrine  of  Elec- 
tion then,  instead  of  proving  that  men  are  not  free,  proves  most 
decisively  and  unanswerably  that  they  are. 

View  this  topic  in  another  h'ght.  The  m^rc  purpose  of  God 
to  renew  the  heart  of  sinners  can  not  of  itself  ichile  untxecut<dy 
destroy  their frec-a/jency,  Tlie  purpose  is  formed  before  they 
exist,  and  therefore  as  a  mere  purpose  it  can  not  touch  them. 
Not  the  purpose  then,  but  its  execution,  if  any  thing,  must  de- 
stroy their  free  agency.  Tlie  present  objection  therefore, does 
not  lie  against  the  purpose,  but  against  the  execution  of  the 
purpose;  i.  e.,  not  against  the  doctrine  of  Election,  but  against 
the  doctrine  of  Regeneration.  The  question  then  is,  \vhether 
the  execution  of  the  purpose  destroys  free  agency  ?  If  it  does, 
it  must  have  this  effect  on  those  only  on  whom  it  is  executed ; 
i.e.,  only  on  the  elect.  The  purpose  respects  no  (»thers;  it 
touches  none  but  the  elect,  either  in  design  or  execution.  Tlie 
elect  then,  who  are  renewed,  sanctified,  and  made  licirs  of 
glory,  are  the  men  to  be  pitied,  and  to  complain,  if  any,  be- 
cause their  free  agency  is  destroyed.  As  to  them  however,  we 
have  already  shown  that  in  their  Eegeneration  they  act  as 
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freely  as  in  any  act  of  their  lives ;  that  the  change  in  them 
consists  in  freely  "obeying  the  truth  through  the  Spirit;"  that 
the  thing,  the  very  thing  wliich  Gocl  produces  in  Regeneration, 
is  the  right  exercise  of  free  agency.  As  to  the  other  class,  the 
non-elect,  their  free  agency  can  not  be  impaired  by  a  purpose 
which  has  nothing  to  do  with  them.  K  they  would  be  free 
without  such  li  purpose,  they  are  also  free  with  it,  for  it  never 
conies  nigh  them. 

But  it  will  here  be  said,  ^'WTiat  God  purposes  shall  take 
place^  will  take  place /  and  if  the  a^tioiu  of  men  are  d<creed^ 
how  can  they  he  free  .^"  I  readily  admit  that  what  God  purpo- 
ses shall  take  place,  will  take  place.  But  the  same  thing  would 
be  true  respecting  every  event,  if  we  suppose  God  to  have  no 
purpose  respecting  it.  Tlie  proposition  concerning  any  actual 
event  that  it  will  take  place,  made  before  its  occurrence,  would 
be  as  true  as  the  proposition  made  after  its  occurrence,  that  it 
has  taken  place.  The  previous  certainty  of  every  action  and 
every  event  must  be  admitted,  decree  or  no  decree,  election  or 
no  election,  the  contrary — uncertainty  in  the  case — being  im- 
possible and  inconceivable.  But  how  can  the  simple  certainty 
of  an  action  impair  its  freedom  ?  Was  it  not  certain  that  God 
would  create  the  world  before  he  did  create  it ;  and  did  this 
certainty  impair  the  freedom  of  this  act?  Was  it  not  cer- 
tain that  you  would  come  to  the  house  of  God  this  evening, 
and  did  this  certainty  impair  your  freeedom ;  did  it  destroy 
your  power  to  have  done  otherwise  ?  What  can  be  plainer, 
than  that  a  man  may  have  power  to  do  many  things  which  he 
certainly  will  not  do,  or  power  to  do  otherwise  than  he  cer- 
tainly will  do?  If  any  two  things  are  consistent,  certainty  of 
action  and  freedom  of  acticm  are  consistent.  But  you  say, 
"  the  action  is  decreed  or  purposed  of  God."  True  ;  but  what 
is  this?  An  action  is  purposed  by  God  when  it  is  in  accord- 
ance with  his  providential  will ;  when  it  is  what  he  for  some 
reason  designs  shall  take  place.  Can  not  one  being  act  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  will,  the  pleasure,  the  designs  of  another, 
and  still  be  free  ?  Can  not  a  friend,  a  child,  a  servant,  act  ac- 
cording to  the  will  of  his  friend,  parent,  or  master,  and  still  be 
free  ?  If  all  the  world  had  acted  according  to  the  will  of  God 
as  expressed  in  his  law,  would  they  have  ever  thought  of  doubt- 
ing their  own  freedom  ?  The  fact  that  the  action  of  one  accords 
with  the  will  of  another,  is  no  more  inconsistent  with  its  free- 
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dom,  than  if  it  were  contrary  to  his  will.  Besides,  God  in  pur- 
posing the  moral  actions  of  men,  purposes  none  but  free  actions. 
He  purposes  not  merely  that  they  shall  take  place,  but  that 
they  shall  be  free.  How  then  can  his  purpose  destroy  their 
freedom  ?  Do  you  say,  that  "  according  to  our  doctrine,  God 
purposes  that  some  men  shall  sin,  and  ask  how  this  can  be 
consistent  with  God's  sincerity  in  forbidding  sin  as  a  Law- 
giver ?"  This  question  I  will  shortly  answer,  but  that  7iow  be- 
fore us  is,  how  is  it  consistent  with  man's  free  agency?  And 
we  say,  that  it  is  one  of  the  plainest  and  most  certain  of  all 
truths,  that  one  being  may  act  according  to  the  will  of  another 
and  yet  act  freely. 

But  the  sinner  still  replies,  "/ca/i  not  chanffe  my  oion  hearty 
and  if  I  am  not  elected^  I  rau^t  continue  in  &in  and  die,^^  Here 
the  precise  question  is,  what  does  the  sinner  mean  when  he 
says  "'Iinu^t,'*^  ^'Ican  notf^  Does  he  mean  that  he  is  com- 
pelled to  sin ;  that  he  has  not  the  powers  of  a  complete  moral 
agent — powers  which  fully  qualify  him  to  love  God  and  to 
make  himself  a  new  heart?  This  plea  is  false;  contradicted 
by  the  obvious  consistency  between  the  existence  of  these  pow- 
ers in  man  and  God's  purposes ;  contradicted,  as  we  have  seen, 
by  the  law  of  God,  which  expressly  recognizes  in  man  every 
power  of  moral  agency ;  contradicted  by  his  own  conscious- 
ness, for  every  man  knows  that  he  has  these  powers ;  contra- 
dicted too  by  the  doctrine  of  Election  itself,  and  by  the  man- 
ner in  which  God  executes  this  purpose ;  for  this  is  nothing  but 
a  pui-pose  to  secure  the  right  use  of  the  powers  of  moral  agency. 
Besides,  if  the  sinner  has  not  these  powers,  his  election  of  God 
would  not  help  the  matter ;  for  it  is  not  God's  design  to  give 
them  to  a  single  human  being,  but  rather  to  secure  the  right 
use  of  those  already  possessed. 

What  then  do  you  mean  when  you  say,  "  I  can  not  change 
my  own  heart  ?"  Do  you  mean  that  you  are  so  determined, 
so  desperate  in  your  purpose  of  rebellion,  that  you  will  not 
give  it  up ;  that  no  truth,  motives,  commands,  entreaties,  will 
persuade  you  to  submit  to  God  ;  that  nothing  but  the  power  of' 
God  will  ever  overcome  the  obduracy  of  your  heart ;  that 
without  this  you  will  persist  in  sin,  and  freely,  and  with  your 
eyes  open,  go  on  to  everlasting  ruin  ?  Do  you  mean  that  you 
have  such  a  heart  as  this?  True,  you  have  just  such  a  heart, 
and  it  can  belong  to  no  other  than  a  free  agent.     Can  a  mere 


412  ELECTION. 

stock,  or  stone,  a  macliiae,  a  mere  passive  beiug,  f*  >rni  8uch  a 
purpose  as  this  ?  What  being,  or  creature,  or  thing,  can  form 
such  a  purpose  of  rebellion  against  the  Most  High,  except  a 
free  agent  ?  And  has  it  come  to  this,  that  beings  who  can 
choose  one  way,  can  not  choose  the  other  when  every  possible 
motive  exists  to  induce  them  to  do  it ;  that  beings  who  have 
power  to  reject  and  to  resist  every  degree  of  moral  influence 
which  a  univei'se  affords,  and  who  could  not  but  choose  other- 
wise if  they  did  not  resist  it  to  the  uttermost,  should  not  be 
free?  Surely,  surely  here  is  no  lack  of  power.  If  there  can 
be  a  free  agent,  such  a  rebel  against  God  is  a  free  agent.  The 
same  powers  employed  in  resisting  sin  in  the  same  manner  as 
they  are  in  resisting  God,  would  make  the  sinner  like  **  an 
archangel  strong"  in  the  service  of  God.  Thus  it  is  that  the 
provisions  of  the  Gospel  are  for  man  as  a  free  moral  agent. 
The  Atonement  of  the  Lord  Jesus  has  cleared  the  path  of  his 
return  to  God  of  every  obstacle  ;  his  prison  doora  are  thrown 
open  ;  his  chains  are  knocked  off;  an  inviting  God,  proffering 
heaven's  glories,  calls  him  to  life,  and  he  freely,  by  liis  own  act 
and  deed,  rejects  the  offer ;  and  in  faithfulness  to  his  soul,  we 
must  add,  he  hwwa  U,  and  if  he  dies  in  his  sins,  will  have  it 
to  reflect  on  for  eternity. 

2.  The  doctrine  of  Election  is  perfectly  consistent  with  tA^ 
sirKierity  of  the  divine  invitations.  Here  I  would  say,  that 
things  have  been  said  on  this  subject  which  are  palpably  inoon- 
sistent  with  God's  sincerity.  It  has  been  maintained  by  some, 
tliat  sin  is  the  necessary  means  of  the  greatest  good,  and  that 
on  this  account  God  prefers  sin  to  holiness  in  every  instance  in 
which  sin  exists ;  and  that  God's  purposes  would  be  painfully 
crossed,  were  men  in  every  instance  in  which  they  sin,  to  do 
their  duty  instead.  But  you  will  remember,  My  Hearers,  that 
[  have  taught  no  such  doctrine  as  this ;  but  on  the  contrary,  that 
if  all  men,  elect  and  non-elect,  would,  under  the  influences 
which  God  uses  to  bring  them  to  repentance,  actually  repent, 
i.  e.,  do  their  duty  as  they  are  able  and  ought  to  do  it,  it  would 
be  what  God  prefers  they  should  do.  When  God  says  that  he 
is  not  willing  that  any  should  perish,  but  that  all  should  come 
to  repentance,  he  means  exactly  what  he  says.  Compliance  on 
their  part,  on  the  part  of  every  sinner,  would  be  the  consum- 
mation of  the  strongest  desires  of  eternal  love  toward  him. 

But  it  will  be  said,  that  "  Ood  knew  thai  some  toauld  r<Jtct 
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his  vnmtaiions^  and  oontint^  in  sin  and  die?^  Be  it  so.  May 
not  the  tenderest  earthly  parent  regard  the  reformation  of  a 
froward,  abandoned  eon  as  hopeless,  and  still  most  sincerely 
and  ardently  desire  his  reformation  ?  Even  if  he  knew  his  con- 
tinued profligacy  to  be  absolutely  certain,  would  he  not  still 
sincerely  desire  his  return  to  duty,  rather  than  his  continuance 
in  crime  and  wretchedness  ?  Ay,,  and  his  heart  break  with 
grief  at  the  thought  that  all  is  thus  hopeless  in  respect  to 
this  object  of  his  love  ?  And,  My  Hearers,  it  is  God,  who  in 
view  of  the  known  perverseness  of  sinnei's,  and  at  the  thought 
of  abandonhig  them  to  their  chosen  way, — it  is  God  who  says, 
"How  shall  I  give  thee  up,  Ephraim  ;  how  shall  I  set  thee  as 
Admah,  and  make  thee  as  Zeboim  ?  My  heart  is  turned  wnthin 
me,  my  repentings  are  kindled  together."  'Tis  the  Saviour 
who  says,  "  O  Jerusalem,  Jerusalem,  how  often  would  I  have 
gathered"  (think  of  this  image,  for  did  you  ever  witness  the 
solicitude  of  the  parent-bird  to  protect  her  young,  and  doubt 
ber  sincerity?) — "how  often  would  I  have  gathered  thy  chil- 
dren together,  even  as  a  hen  gathereth  her  chickens  under  her 
wings,  and  ye  would  not !"  There  is  no  mockery — no  mistake 
here.  'Tis  the  overflowing  of  divine  compassion — the  very 
heart-breaking  of  bereaved  and  disconsolate  love.  God  does 
not  desire  the  life  of  the  sinner  the  less  because  he  knows  he 
will  die. 

But  you  will  ask,  "7)^  God  thm  sincerely  desires  that  all 
shoidd  come  to  repentance^  \ohy  does  he  not  hring  aU  to  repent- 
anct  ?"  I  answer  by  asking  why  should  he  ?  This  would  be 
to  change  the  system  of  influence  which  infinite  wisdom  and 
goodness  have  resolved  on  in  respect  to  each,  as  best  fitted 
to  secure  the  greatest  amount  of  holiness  and  happiness  which 
God  can  secure.  To  change  this  influence  in  a  single  and  in 
the  least  degree,  might  occasion  ultimately  more  sin  than  it 
would  prevent,  even  a  hopeless  revolt  of  his  whole  moral  king- 
dom. No  man  can  say,  that  if  God  were  to  bring  one  non-elect 
sinner  to  repentance,  it  would  not  be  an  act  of  unkindness  to 
that  sinner  himself,  since  he  might  apostatize  and  perish  under 
a  more  aggravated  doom  than  now  awaits  him.  You  see  then, 
how  with  all  the  ardor  of  infinite  benevolence,  God  may  prefer 
that  all  men  should  repent,  rather  than  go  on  in  sin,  and  yet 
not  purpose  to  bring  them  to  repentance.  If  they  would  do 
as  he  invites  them  to  do,  if  all  would  come  to  repentance 
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under  tlie  influence  he  actually  uses  and  which  is  all  he  can 
wisely  use  to  save  them,  he  would  rejoice  over  them  with 
paternal  love  and  gladness.  Is  he  not  sincere  then  in  his  invi- 
tations ? 

But  I  have  another  thiug  to  say.  God's  purpose  of  Election 
in  the  manner  in  which  it  is  executed,  instead  af  being  incon- 
sistent with  the  sincerity  of. his  invitations  to  all,  is  one  of  the 
decisive  proofs  of  their  shicerity.  If  I  make  a  rich,  abundant 
provision  for  the  entertainment  of  my  neighbors,  and  send  forth 
unqualified,  urgent,  warm-hearted  invitations  to  them  to  come 
and  partake,  and  they  all  refuse  to  accept  them,  am  I  to  be  re- 
proached wuth  insincerity  because  I  do  not  now  resort  to  some 
extraordinary  influence,  because  I  do  not  give  a  thousand 
dollars  to  each  to  induce  him  to  come?  Is  their  refusal  a 
proof  of  the  insincerity  of  my  invitation?  Suppose  now  that  I 
resort  to  this  extra  influence,  and  actually  use  it  with  as  many 
as  I  can  consistently  with  other  and  higher  interests,  and  by 
large  sums  of  mone}"  prevail  on  a  part  to  come,  does  not  this 
show  that  I  was  sincere  in  my  invitations  to  all?  Am  I  not 
doing  all  that  I  can,  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  language,  to 
induce  the  greatest  number  to  come?  In  what  conceivable 
way — by  what  possible  act  or  deed,  could  I  evince  my  sin- 
cerity if  this  does  not  ?  Precisely  like  this  is  the  proof  of 
God's  sincerity  which  is  furnished  by  the  doctrine  of  Election. 
It  is  a  purpose  to  give  effect  to  his  invitations  of  mercy  to  the 
utmost  possible  extent,  in  which  as  a  wise  and  benevolent  God 
he  can  do  it.  In  this  view  of  the  subject  we  see  God  thwarted 
indeed  in  his  gracious  design  toward  all  by  their  perverseness — 
perverseness  which  no  urgenc}'  of  entreaty  can  overcome — still 
repeating  his  invitations,  assuring  one  and  all  that  he  has  no 
pleasure  in  their  death,  but  would  rather  that  they  turn  and 
live ;  that  he  has  made  all  things  ready  by  the  sacrifice  of  his 
Son  as  a  ransom,  entreating  the  acceptance  of  all  with  more 
than  paternal  tenderness,  declaring  that  there  is  room  enough 
in  the  mansions  of  eternal  love  and  bliss,  that  there  is  a  crown 
of  life  and  a  throne  of  glory  for  each  and  for  all ;  coming  to 
them  with  the  supplications  and  tears  of  a  bereaved  and  broken- 
hearted father,  and  exclaiming  in  the  anguish  of  his  grief, 
"  How  can  I  permit  these  creatures  of  ray  power  and  love  to 
lie  down  in  everlasting  fire  ?"  and  now  because  he  can  not  con- 
sent to  leave  them  thus,  he  sends  the  Holy  Ghost  with  his 
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transforming  influence  to  save,  in  the  true  import  of  the  lan- 
guage, as  many  as  lie  can  save !  And  is  not  this  sincerity  ? 
Could  God,  as  the  Redeemer  of  this  perverse  and  guilty  world, 
have  shown  the  sincerity  of  his  desires,  these  longings  of  heart 
for  its  salvation  as  he  now  does,  had  he  never  formed  the  pur- 
poses of  electing  grace  ?  Thus  this  doctrine,  the  one  that  has 
been  so  confidently  alleged  as  inconsistent  with  God's  sincerity, 
becomes  the  most  decisive  proof  of  it ;  revealing  as  it  does,  a 
love  stronger  than  death  and  that  passeth  knowledge — love 
never  to  be  satisfied  till  it  has  done  all  that  it  can  do  to  save 
and  bless  a  self-ruined  world. 

One  thing  more  ought  to  be  said  on  this  topic.  Whatever 
any  sinner  may  think  of  the  sincerity  of  God's  invitations  as 
addressed  to  others,  he  can  never  know  that  they  are  not  sin- 
cerely addressed  to  him.  He  can  never  know  in  this  life,  but 
that  in  the  high  counsels  of  God  they  are  associated  with  an 
eternal  purpose  of  grace  to  bring  him  to  repentance.  It  may 
be  so.  Would  he  set  himself  in  earnest  to  comply  w^ith  the 
invitation  of  his  God,  the  event  may  prove  that  that  invitation 
was  addressed  to  him,  that  God  might  accomplish  in  him  his 
eternal  purpose  of  grace  and  salvation.  How  then  can  he 
stand  there  in  all  the  stupidity  and  suUenness  of  determined 
sin,  reproaching  God  with  insincerity?  Why,  Fellow-Sinner, 
you  know  not  but  you  are  elected.  You  never  can  know  it 
until  you  have  put  the  sincerity  of  God  to  the  test.  Make 
then  the  experiment ;  put  the  sincerity  of  a  redeeming  God  to 
the  trial  by  some  degree  of  earnestness — some  sincerity  on  your 
.  own  part.  Do  what  you  can,  clear  yourslf  in  thw  matter^  and 
be  sure  you  have  done  it,  and  tlien  if  all  is  in  vain,  doubt  or 
deny  God's  sincerity ;  but  never,  never  doubt  it  till  you  know 
that  you  are  not  resisting  and  grieving  the  sincercst  love  of  thy 
God  for  thy  salvation. 

3.  The  doctrine  of  Election  does  not  involve  God  in  the  im- 
putcUion  of  partiality.  By  partiality  here,  must  be  meant 
some  injustice  through  favoritism,  or  the  conferring  of  bless- 
ings on  one  when  there  are  equal  or  stronger  reasons  for  con- 
ferring tliem  on  another.  As  to  the  question  of  injustice,  that 
must  be  put  to  rest  forever  by  the  consideration  that  all  de- 
serve death.  If  there  be  injustice  in  the  case,  it  must  respect 
the  non-elect.  But  how  are  they  the  less  guilty,  because  God 
who  woidd  that  all  should  come  to  repentance,  does  all  that  he 
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wisely  can  to  bring  all,  and  so  actually  brings  some  to  repent- 
ance ?  They  who  are  left  lose  nothing  by  Election.  Their  per- 
dition is  no  more  certain  with  Election  than  it  would  be  without 
it ;  and  if  God  shows  favor  to  the  elect,  it  is  not  at  the  expense 
of  any  rights  of  the  non-elect. 

But  it  may  be  said,  "  There  are  as  good  reasons  why  God 
should  confer  his  gra^e  on  all  as  on  a  part,''''  1  reply,  that  in 
respect  to  moral  character,  there  is  no  reason  why  the  blessing 
should  be  conferred  on  any.  But  the  question  is,  when  all  de- 
serve death,  whether  infinite  wisdom  may  not  see  reasons  for 
making  a  discrimination  ?  What  being  of  yesterday  is  compe- 
tent to  decide  the  contrary?  These  are  high  matters.  When 
the  law  of  God's  kingdom  has  been  trampled  under  the  feet 
of  rebellion,  is  man  (jualitied  to  decide  what  ought  to  be 
done  ?  When  the  verv  throne  and  dominion  of  the  Eternal  are 
thus  put  in  jeopardy,  it  becomes  a  question  worthy  of  God's 
counsels  whether  any  of  the  rebels  can  be  forgiven  with  safety 
to  his  kingdom  ;  and  if  so,  how  many,  and  who?'  God  has  a 
moral  kingdom  to  govern.  He  can  not  bring  to  repentance  by 
dint  of  power,  nor  yet  by  physical  causes.  He  can  not  convert 
his  subjects  into  machines  and  preserve  that  kingdom.  They 
must  still  be  moral  agents,  with  powers  to  rebel  as  well  as  to 
obey,  and  this  under  any  influence  which  he  can  use  to  pre- 
vent rebellion.  Their  rebellion  or  loyalty  will  and  must  de- 
pend on  the  course  he  takes.  How  much  and  what  influence 
can  be  used  to  secure  the  greatest  amount  of  obedience  is  the 
question,  the  decision  of  which  of  all  otliei"s,  requires  the  wis* 
dom  of  him  who  occupies  the  throne  of  legislation.  Wheiii 
God  sees,  as  he  may,  that  he  can  not  bring  all  mankind  to  re- 
pentance without  injury  to  his  universal  kingdom,  perhaps 
without  subverting  his  throne,  then  the  question  assumes  a  new 
as])ect.  Has  God  good  reasons  for  sanctifying  only  a  part? 
What  is  the  dictate  of  wisdom  and  goodness?  Plainly,  to 
sanctify  not  all,  but  as  many  as  he  can  consistently  with  secur- 
ing the  greatest  number  of  perfectly  holy  and  happy  beings 
which  he  can  secure.  This  God  will  do,  and  as  we  have  ex- 
plained the  doctrine  of  Election,  this  he  has  purposed  to  do. 
And  now,  when  all  may  justly  be  left  to  perish,  and  when  God 
has  devised  a  way  in  which  he  can  save  some,  and  will  save  as 
many  as  the  greatest  good  possible  to  him  permits — wlicn  he 
eaves  as  many  as  he  can  consistently  with  infinite  wisdom  and 
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goodness,  is  it  a  reproach  that  he  does  not  save  all  ?  Is  it  a  re- 
proach that  he  does  not  by  his  own  act  occasion  revolt,  and 
spread  dismay  and  wretchedness  throughout  his  dominions? 
Surely,  with  this  view  of  the  subject,  we  must  see  tjiat  God 
may  have  good  reasons  for  saving  only  a  part.  My  Hearers, 
when  God  is  willing  to  save  you  and  to  save  all — willing,  yea 
desirous,  that  all  should  turn  and  live  rather  than  sin  and  die, 
and  when  you  will  go  down  to  hell  by  your  own  free  choice — 
for  be  it  remembered  this  is  the  only  way  in  which  you  can 
go — will  you  reproach  God  because  he  does  not  prevent  you 
by  sacrificing  the  whole  moral  universe?  Is  this  your  objec- 
tion, that  God  saves  as  many  as  he  wisely  can?  Is  this  your 
philanthropy,  your  charity,  which  complains  and  murmurs 
when  God  saves  as  many  of  your  miserable  associates  in  sin  as 
he  wisely  can,  that  he  does  not  damn  them  as  well  as  you  ?  Is 
this  the  dictate  of  benevolence  ? 

Further :  as  God  may  see  that  it  is  best  to  bring  only  a  patrt 
to  repentance,  so  he  may  have  good  reasons  for  bringing  to  re- 
pentance the  very  individuals  whom  he  has  selected.  Those 
restored  to  loyalty  may  be  more  useful  than  others  in  promot- 
ing his  designs.  There  may  be  reasons  for  enlisting  in  the 
work  of  an  apostle  him  who  was  brought  up  at  the  feet  of  Ga- 
maliel, rather  than  such  a  traitor  as  Judas,  though  the  former 
was  the  most  guilty.  Tliere  may  be  reasons  in  the  individ- 
uals themselves ;  for  although  none  who  are  brought  to  repent- 
ance will  apostatize,  yet  if  others  were,  they  might  apostatize 
and  perish  under  a  more  aggravated  doom.  Nay  more,  should 
we  expect  that  God,  when  he  can  wisely  bring  to  repentance 
only  a  part,  would  select  those  who  treat  the  overtures  of  his 
mercy  with  the  most  deliberate  contempt  and  pointed  scorn — 
those  who  will  not  compliment  the  message  of  his  grace  so 
much  as  to  think  of  it?  True  indeed  it  is,  that  they  who  think 
of  and  tremble  at  the  coming  wrath,  and  are  serious  and  out- 
wardly respectful  in  hearing  the  calls  of  mercy,  are  no  better 
for  this  while  they  cherish  hearts  of  rebellion.  But  which 
class  of  sinners  should  we  expect  God  to  bless  with  the  gift  of 
his  transforming  grace — those  who  are  thus  thoughtful  and  re- 
spectful, or  those  who  treat  the  message  of  eternal  mercy,  even 
when  sounded  in  their  ears  by  the  voice  of  the  living  God, 
with  as  much  indifference  and  contempt  as  they  do  the  whist- 
ling of  the  breeze  ?  Save  these  rather  than  the  others !  Would 
17  ISO 
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not  this  look  like  favoritism  ?  Save  the  worst,  the  most  con- 
temptuous and  hardened  I  Would  this  be  the  way  to  avoid  the 
reproach  of  partiality  ?  Thus  you  see,  that  God  may  have  good 
reasons  for  saving  only  a  part  of  mankind ;  and  that  the  gen- 
eral interest,  the  public  good  may  forbid  that  he  should  do  any 
more  than  he  does  for  the  lost  sinner.  If  he  saved  all,it  would 
be  dishonorable,  disgraceful  partiality.  It  would  be  sacrificing 
the  good  of  tlie  whole  from  favoritism  to  a  part — the  well- 
being  of  his  universal  kingdom  for  the  sake  of  the  well-being 
of  individuals.  So  he  may  have  good  reasons  for  saving  the 
very  individuals  whom  he  does  save ;  and  nothing  but  undue 
partiality,  nothing  but  dishonorable  favoritism  could  save  oth- 
ers instead  of  these.  God  therefore,  instead  of  meriting  the 
reproach  of  partiality  for  what  he  does,  would  deserve  it  were 
he  to  do  otherwise.  What  rash  inconsideration  1  What  reck- 
less presumption  it  is,  that  charges  God  with  partiality  in  the 
dispensations  of  his  grace  I 

4.  The  doctrine  of  Election  is  consistent  with  the  jpropriety 
of  iminedidte  action  on  the  part  of  the  sinner.  It  is  a  standing 
objection  to  the  doctrine  of  Election,  that,  if  it  be  true,  there 
is  nothing  for  sinners  to  do.  Now,  I  readily  concede,  that  it 
the  sinner  in  Regeneration  were  the  mere  passive  subject  of 
an  effect ;  if  he  is  merely  to  be  acted  upon  ;  if  the  change  can. 
and  is  as  likely  to  be  produced  when  he  is  asleep,  as  when  he 
is  awake ;  if  nothing,  in  any  sense  or  manner,  depends  on  his 
acting  more  than  on  his  not  acting,  then  the  present  objection 
is  valid  ;  there  is,  as  he  says,  nothnig  for  him  to  do.  Such 
however,  is  not  the  doctrine  of  Election.  God's  purpose  ot 
Election  is  to  bring  the  sinner  to  the  performance  of  right 
moral  action  ;  to  bring  him,  voluntarily,  freely,  to  "  obey  the 
truth,  through  the  Spirit."  This  involves,  as  we  have  seen, 
direct  action  on  the  part  of  the  sinner,  not  less  than  were  this 
moral  change  to  be  accomplished  by  the  mere  influence  ot 
truth  and  motives.  He  must  think  of  God  as  he  is,  and  love 
him;  of  the  Saviour  as  he  is,  and  trust  his  lost  soul  to  his 
mercy ;  of  sin  as  it  is,  and  abhor  and  renounce  it  with  con- 
trition, and  a  sincere  purpose  of  holy  obedience.  In  this  man- 
ner ho  must  apply  his  mind,  his  understanding,  his  conscience, 
his  heart,  to  the  point  of  duty.  In  this  way,  through  the 
grace  of  God,  duty  may  be  done,  and  it  can  be  done  in  no 
other.    Is  this  the  manner  in  which  Gk)d  executes  ihe  purpose 
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of  Election,  and  is  there  no  good  reason  why  the  sinner  should 
act  ?  May  he  become  a  child  of  God,  and  be  saved  hy  acting? 
Will  he  remain  a  sinner,  and  be  damned  without  acting,  and  ia 
there  no  reason  for  acting?  Can  a  better,  a  more  decisive 
reason  for  acting,  be  assigned  for  any  action  ever  done  by  a 
hamau  being?  Take  any  conceivable  case.  You  are  sink- 
ing in  the  waves  of  the  sea ;  hy  effort  you  tnay  escape ;  with- 
out it  you  will  infallibly  perish.  This  is  all  you  know ;  and  is 
there  no  reason  for  making  effort  ?  A  falling  rock  is  descend- 
ing from  the  precipice  that  overhangs  your  head;  by  effort 
you  may  escape ;  without  it  you  will  be  crushed  in  almost  in- 
stant death.  Is  there  no  reason  why  you  should  stir?  Like 
this,  Fellow-Sinner,  is  your  condition.  You  are  condemned 
already.  Now,  of  a  long  time,  your  judgment  lingereth  not, 
and  your  damnation  slumbereth  not.  Sleep  on,  if  you  will ; 
sleep  away  your  probation,  dreaming  that  you  may  be  elected  ; 
but  remember,  that  in  this  course,  not  the  grace  of  God,  but 
the  fires  that  shall  never  be  quenched,  will  first  rouse  you  from 
these  slumbers. 

But  you  say,  ''^ If  I  am  elected^  God  wiU  interpose  and  prompt 
ffie  to  begin  this  work,  and  I  may  therefore  sc^dy  wait  for  his 
interposUion.'*'*  Now  the  question  is  not,  whether  the  sinner 
ever  begins  even  to  think  of  his  salvation  without  that  influ- 
ence which  we  call  the  strivings  of  the  Divine  Spirit, — we 
believe  that  he  never  will, — but  the  question  is  this :  whether, 
under  the  present  call  to  duty,  and  under^  such  influence  of 
the  Spirit  as  may  attend  it,  it  is  not  indispensable  to  any  salu- 
tary result  that  the  sinner  begin  on  his  part.  Suppose  what 
degree  of  divine  influence  you  will,  does  not  the  result  depend, 
in  a  vital  respect,  on  what  the  sinner  does  ?  This  is  the  real 
question,  and  the  answer  depends  entirely  on  what  is  the  kind 
and  mode  of  this  divine  influence.  If  it  be  a  physical,  a  me- 
chanical, or  a  literally  creative  influence, — i.  e.,  one  which 
secures  its  results  in  spite  of  all  resistance,  and  when  the  sin- 
ner is  doing  all  that  he  can  to  resist  it,  just  as  the  power  of 
steam  carries  the  boat  through  the  resisting  waters, — then  you 
are  right ;  and  to  call  on  the  sinner  to  act,  on  the  ground  that 
any  thing  depends  on  his  acting,  were  as  absurd  and  useless 
as  to  call  on  the  waters  to  make  way  for  the  boat  For  in  such 
a  case  the  sinner  yields  to  an  influence  which  he  can  not  resist. 
But  such  is  not,  as  we  have  seen,  the  true  doctrine.    Convert- 
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iug  grace  is  not  irreslstibhy  but  unresisted  grace — grace  tlinl 
draws^  not  compels  ;  that  attracts^  wot  foi'ces.  It  can  be  resiht 
ed  by  the  sinner.  On  whom  then  does  it  truly  depend,  whethei 
the  result  be  secured  or  not  ?  Suppose  the  waters  eonld  con- 
vert themselves  into  solid  granite,  as  well  as  remain  in  a  liquid 
state,  on  what  would  the  passage  of  the  boat  through  them  de- 
pend ?  Somewhat  on  the  force  applied ;  but  also  on  what  the 
water  should  do.  Now,  if  you  will  indulge  the  figure,  the  sin- 
ner, under  any  measure  of  divine  influence,  can  make  his 
heart  solid  granite,  yea,  as  adamant  and  the  nether  millstone. 
Suppose  what  influence  of  truth  and  of  the  Spirit  you  will, 
the  sinner,  as  a  moral  agent,  can  resist  it.  The  change  to  b€ 
produced  is  from  wrong,  to  free,  voluntary,  right  moral  action. 
If  this  change  take  place,  the  sinner  must  make  it.  It  depend? 
therefore  as  truly  on  what  the  sinner  does,  as  on  what  the 
Spirit  of  God  does.  Do  you  say,  that  God  does  more  for  one 
sinner  than  for  another  ?  Be  it  so.  But  the  sinner  who  is 
brought  to  repentiince  by  God's  doing  more  for  him  than  foi 
others,  could  have  resisted  all  that  God  has  done  ;  and,  had  he 
done  so,  had  perished  in  his  sins ;  while,  for  the  other  wh< 
actually  dies  in  his  sins,  God  lias  done  enough  and  more  thai: 
enough  to  save  him,  had  he  not  resisted  God.  But  you  will 
say,  "  Ood  does  more  at  one  tims  to  awaken  and  convert  th 
sam^  skinner  than  ai  another.'^''  We  admit  it,  but  still  ask  on 
whom  does  the  result  depend?  You  say,  on  God.  Right. 
But  does  it  not  also  depend  on  what  the  sinner  does?  Could 
he  not  liave  resisted  even  this  influence,  and  made  it  the  occa- 
sion of  greater  hardness  of  heart  than  ever  ?  If  not,  then  he 
was  not  a  moral  agent,  nor  was  the  result  right  moral  action. 
But  if  he  could  have  resisted  it,  and  did  not,  but  yielded  to  il 
in  voluntary  right  moral  action,  then  the  change  depended  as 
truly  on  what  he  did  as  on  what  God  did.  Hence  you  see. 
take  what  view  of  the  subject  you  will,  when  God  does  all  thai 
he  ever  does  for  any  sinner,  whether  the  moral  change  takes 
place  or  not,  depends  on  what  the  sinner  does.  Whatever  the 
influence  be,  it  is  one  whose  result  is,  in  a  material  respect,  a: 
the  sinner's  own  disposal.  It  is  for  him  to  say,  whether  b} 
the  grace  of  God  he  will  be  saved  or  lost.  Though  he  be  ai 
elect  sinner,  still  it  is  immutable  truth,  that  if  he  does  not  re- 
lax his  resistance  to  the  grace  of  God — if  he  does  not  yield  tc 
this  influence  in  voluntary  right  moral  action,  he  will  continac 
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iQ  sin  and  die  in  sin.  But  tliere  is  one  thing  more,  which  is 
all  the  sinner  can  say  on  this  point.  If  God  has  determined 
to  bring  me  to  act  right,  I  shall  act  right,  and  therefore  I  need 
give  myself  no  concern  on  the  subject.  It  is  true  indeed,  that 
if  God  has  determined  to  bring  you  to  act  right,  you  will  act 
right  But  it  is  just  as  true,  that  If  you  give  yourself  no  con- 
cern on  the  subject,  and  dismiss  all  thought  of  acting,  God 
will  never  bring  you  to  act  If  God  has  determined  that  you 
fihall  leave  this  house  to-night,  or  that  you  sliall  go  to  such  a 
place,  or  that  you  shall  I'ead  such  a  book,  it  is  true  that  you 
will  do  it  But  it  is  just  as  true,  that  if  you  do  not  think  what 
you  shall  do,  and  decide  upon  the  act,  God  will  never  bring 
you  to  do  it ;  it  will  never  be  done.  So,  Fellow-Sinner,  pre- 
sume on  God's  purpose  of  Election  to  bring  you  to  act  right, 
without  any  thought  on  your  own  part ;  never  put  yourself  to 
the  performance  of  right  action,  and  you  will  never  perform 
right  action.  God  bring  you  to  act  right  without  a  thought 
of  acting  right  ?  Impossible !  God  can  not  execute  his  pur- 
pose of  Election  in  behalf  of  such  a  sinner.  Do  you  now  say, 
"  If  I  am  elected,  I  shall  think  of  acting  right?''  Your  objec- 
tion then  amounts  to  this — "  If  I  am  elected,  I  shall  think  of 
acting  right ;  therefore  I  will  not  think  of  acting  right."  What 
sort  of  reasoning  is  this  ?  It  may  be  certain  that  I  sliall  think 
of  doing  a  given  action,  therefore  I  will  not  think  of  doing  it. 
It  may  be  certain  that  I  shall  eat  and  drink,  and  think  of  so 
doing  as  necessary  to  the  preservation  of  life ;  therefore  I  will 
dismiss  all  thought  of  either  eating  or  drinking,  and  take  the 
consequence.  I  only  say,  maintain  this  opinion,  believe  and 
act  on  this  principle  in  regard  to  the  life  of  your  soul,  and  you 
will  soon  find  that  you  are  given  up  to  "strong  delusion,  to 
believe  a  lie,  that  you  may  be  damned." 

But  the  present  objection  often  proceeds  on  the  opposite 
supposition. 

It  is  said,  "  If  I  am  not  elected,  my  heart  will  never  be 
changed,  do  what  I  may.  I  shall  never  give  my  heart  to  God 
even  if  I  attempt  it"  Tliis  is  not  true.  You  say  if  I  attempt 
it  Take  a  case  exactly  in  point.  Suppose  tliat  it  is  a  matter 
of  absolutely  certainty,  that  God  knows  that  you  will  die  in  a 
few  days  by  voluntary  starvation,  and  solely  by  this  means. 
Now  IF  you  should  eat  and  drink  as  usual,  would  you  die  by 
starvation — would  you  not  live  ?    The  error  in  such  reasoning 
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lies  in  overlooking  the  fact  that  the  hypothetical  propoeition  is 
just  as  true  as  the  absolute.  Suppose  the  latter,  that  you  will 
die  by  voluntary  starvation,  to  be  true ;  still  the  conditional  pro- 
position, IF  you  eat  and  drink  you  will  not  die  by  voluntary 
starvation,  is  just  as  true.  So,  if  the  non-elect  sinner  were  to 
make  the  same  efforts  to  give  his  heart  to  God  which  the  elect 
sinner  makes,  there  is  no  reason  to  believe,  nor  warrant  to  as- 
sert, that  by  the  grace  of  God  he  would  not  do  it.  It  may  be 
so.  If  then  you  are  in  fact  a  non-elect  sinner,  and  you  do  not 
make  these  eflforts,  never  make  an  attempt  to  give  God  your 
heart,  and  so  die  in  your  sins ;  and  if  it  shall  appear  that  had 
you  made  the  attempt  you  had  been  converted  and  saved, 
whom  will  you  reproach  as  your  destroyer?  God  may  have 
purposed  that  you  shall  die  by  voluntary  starvation.  If  then, 
on  the  ground  of  such  a  possibility,  you  should  actually  starve 
yourself  to  death,  who  would  be  the  murderer? 

But  you  still  say,  "  If  I  am  not  elected  I  shall  not  make 
these  efforts,  and  therefore  there  is  no  reason  why  I  should." 
Do  you,  can  you  believe  this?     No  reason  why  you  should  do 
a  thing  which  you  can  do,  and  on  which  your  everlasting  all 
may  depend,  because  it  may  he  certain  that  you  shall  not  do 
it  ?     Then  there  is  no  reason  for  performing  any  future  act  of 
your  life ;  for  which  act  of  futurity  do  you  know  to  be  certain  i 
Carry  out  your  reasoning  then,  and  say  that  God  may  know 
that  I  shall  never  either  eat  or  drink  again,  but  shall  soon  die 
by  voluntary  starvation,  and  therefore  there  is  no  reason  why 
I  should  eat  or  drink :  or,  God  may  know  that  I  shall  never 
leave  the  seat  I  now  occupy,  and  therefore  there  is  no  reason 
why  I  should  move,  or  even  think  of  so  doing.     Is  this  sound 
reasoning  and  common  sense ;  or  is  it  folly  too  great  to  be  rea- 
soned with,  and  fit  only  to  be  ridiculed?     Why  then  do  you 
say,  if  the  doctrine  of  Election  be  true  there  is  no  reason  why 
I  should  make  an  effort  for  my  salvation  ?     No,  my  hearers. 
The  true,  practical  principle  which  governs  all  but  madmen  is, 
not  what  God  knows  to  be  certain,  or  what  is  in  fact  ceilain, 
but  whxit  we  hnow  and  what  we  do  not  know.    And  if  we  do 
know  that  without  some  given  act  all  that  is  dear  to  us  will 
be  lost  forever,  and  if  we  do  not  know  that  we  shall  not  do 
that  act,  then  reason,  and  conscience,  and  God  says  do  it  ;  nor 
until  we  are  omniscient  can  we  act  on  any  other  principle. 
What,  perform  no  action  without  first  knowing  that  we  shall 
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perform  it ;  or  at  least,  until  we  know  that  no  previous  cer- 
tainty pertains  to  human  actions  even  in  the  Omniscient  mind  ? 
Then  should  we  never  act  at  all.  The  activity  of  this  world's 
busy  population  would  be  changed  into  the  stillness  of  the 
grave.  Admit  then  the  principle,  and  the  only  principle  of 
reason,  of  pliilosophy,  of  common  sense,  of  the  Bible,  that  cer- 
tainty of  action  is  consistent  with  freedom  of  action.  The 
mere  certainty  of  human  action  forces  no  one,  compels  no  one. 
It  leaves  freedom,  the  power  of  choice,  power  to  the  opposite 
action,  unimpaired.  Apply  now  the  only  practical  principle 
which  ever  did,  or  ever  can  move  to  a  single  human  effort  or 
action  in  all  the  business  of  life.  You  do  not  know  but  that 
you  shall  make  the  requisite  effort  to  give  your  wicked  heart 
to  God  in  holy  love ;  you  do  know  that  if  you  never  attempt 
it  you  will  die  in  your  sins — die  eternally.  Can  there  be  a  bet- 
ter, a  more  imperious  reason  for  instant  effort  in  the  perform- 
ance of  duty?  Who  is'a  fool  or  a  madman,  he  that  makes  it 
or  he  that  does  not  ? 

I  have  one  thing  more  to  say  on  this  point.  The  doctrine  of 
Election  is  not  only  consistent  with  the  propriety  of  action  on 
the  part  of  the  sinner^  hut  it  is  in  one  respect  the  only  ground 
of  such  propriety.  Take  it  away,  deny  it,  and  see.  Suppose 
that  God  has  formed  no  purpose  to  change  one  human  heart, 
then  surely  no  human  heart  will  ever  be  changed.  Go  then, 
and  preach,  and  prove  to  this  world  of  hopeless  rebellion — pub- 
lish it  to  these  sinful,  dying  immortals,  that  God  has  formed  no 
purpose  to  change  one  human  heart,  and  that  not  a  human  be- 
ing will  ever  change  his  own  heart  without  grace.  And  Oh, 
how  would  despair,  like  a  cloud  from  the  bottomless  pit,  come 
up  over  the  whole  earth !  Not  a  humajn  being  will  be  saved  ! 
There  is  no  hope.  Man  will  not  change  his  own  heart — God 
will  not  change  it.  A  created  universe  can  not  change  it. 
Every  arm  is  palsied.  Every  face  of  man  and  of  angel  is  pale 
with  despair ;  and  that  cloud  from  beneath  only  thickens,  and 
darkens,  and  thunders  damnation.  But  look  again.  The  doc- 
trine of  Election  sets  a  bow  on  that  cloud.  God's  purpose  to 
renew,  and  sanctify,  and  save  some,  wakens  hope  in  these 
guilty  bosoms.  God  has  purposed  to  save  some,  and  some, 
even  a  great  multitude  which  no  man  can  number,  will  be 
saved.  God's  purpose  is  to  save  none  but  those  who  will  wake 
up  from  their  death-like  slumbers  in  sin,  and  begin  the  work  of 
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ealvation  in  earnest.  All,  all  arc  lost — lost  forever,  who  do 
not.  Who  then  can  wish  the  doctrine  of  Election  to  be  false  i 
Who  of  this  guilty,  ruined  race,  would  oppose  and  annihilate 
this  only  ground  of  human  hope?  Who,  while  this  beam  of 
mercy  falls  on  him  from  the  throne  of  God,  will  sleep  in  sin 
another  moment  ? 

To  conclude.  K  we  have  not  erred  in  our  reasonings,  the 
doctrines  of  Election,  of  man's  free  agency,  of  God's  sincerity, 
and  the  necessity  of  action  on  the  part  of  sinners,  are  true,  and 
are  consistent  truths.  They  are  solemn  and  awful  truths,  too, 
to  the  determined  sinner.  Let  him  look  at  them  and  see,  while 
deliberately  adhering  to  his  purposes  of  sin,  what  darkn^s 
and  terror  they  shed  on  his  path ;  what  a  prospect  of  pain  and 
woe  they  open  before  him  in  an  approaching  eternity.  Could 
he  change  one  of  these  truths  into  falsehood,  he  might  find  the 
quietness  and  consolation  in  his  chosen  way  which  he  covets. 
Could  he  deny  his  accountability  to  his  Maker,  he  could  still 
those  agitations  of  conscious  guilt  which  now  tell  him  of  the 
worm  that  never  dies ;  then  he  might  hope,  if  not  to  escape,  at 
least  to  brave  the  final  sentence  of  his  Judge  with  the  plea  of 
innocence.  Could  he  deny  the  sincerity  of  a  redeeming  God 
calling  him  to  eternal  life,  he  might  hope  to  palliate  the  guilt, 
and  to  mitigate  or  avert  the  doom  of  a  despiser  of  God's  great 
salvation.  Could  he  deny  the  doctrine  of  Election,  he  might 
defer  the  work  of  turning  to  God  with  the  presumption  of  self- 
reliance  ;  the  security  of  one  that  holds  the  destiny  of  liis  soul 
in  his  own  hands,  in  proud  independence  of  the  God  he  so 
fearlessly  offends.  Or  could  he  persuade  himself  of  the  use- 
lessness  of  effort  or  action  on  his  own  part,  he  might  tread  his 
quiet  way  onward  to  death  and  hell,  undisturbed  by  the  con- 
viction that  he  is  a  self-destroyer.  But  no ;  these  truths  are 
all  immutable.  As  a  sinner  and  a  free  moral  agent,  he  de- 
serves the  wrath  of  God.  As  a  sinner  who  despises  the  sin- 
cerest  profilers  of  life  from  his  God  and  Saviour,  he  deserves 
the  still  deeper  damnation  of  a  rejected  Gospel.  As  a  sinner 
who  cherishes  an  unconquerable  perverseness  of  heart,  he  has 
placed  his  soul  at  the  sovereign  disposal  of  an  incensed  God, 
who  may  save  or  destroy  as  seemeth  good  in  his  sight.  As  a 
sinner,  in  the  chosen,  willful  insensibility  and  death  of  sin,  he 
sleeps  on  the  verge  of  the  eternal  pit,  and  sleeping  a  little 
longer,  will  fall  into  hell. 
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There,  Fellow-Sinner,  not  one  token  of  grace  and  salvation 
distinguishes  you  from  those  who  will  perish  forever.  Every 
cause  which  has  destroyed  thousands  exerts  its  full  and  un- 
counteracted  power  on  you.  Not  one  ray  of  hope  from  God's 
high  sanctuary  falls  on  your  dark  and  cheerless  way.  No  hand 
of  mercy  will  ever  reach  you  to  reclaim  and  save.  Tlicre  God, 
the  Saviour,  the  Sanctifier,  will  abandon  you  to  your  own 
choice  of  eternal  sin  and  eternal  sorrow. 

And  now  believing  as  I  do  these  things,  with  some  portion, 
as  1  trust,  of  the  compassion  and  love  for  your  souls,  of  him 
who  died  to  save,  I  come  with  thy  aid.  Divine  Saviour,  to  speak 
to  these  sinners.  Now,  when  death  and  judgment  are  so  near, 
heaven  so  glorious,  hell  so  dreadful ;  when  these  things  are  so 
certain  and  are  coming  on  so  fast,  is  it  not  time  to  awake  and 
take  care  of  your  never-dying  soul ;  that  soul,  that  being  of 
eternity,  yourself?  Is  it  unworthy  of  a  thought?  Now,  when 
the  God  that  made  you, implores,  when  the  Son  of  God  weeps 
as  a  suppliant  at  your  feet,  when  new  joys  would  gladden 
every  heavenly  bosom,  and  every  heavenly  hill  break  forth  in 
new  songs  of  rapture,  when  angels  invite  you  to  their  eternal 
fellowship,  when  saints  supplicate  God  to  be  gracious,  when 
the  paradise  of  God  throws  open  its  gates,  and  its  thrones  of 
glory  and  crowns  of  life  attract ;  now,  when  you  are  solemn 
and  serious  and  know  these  things  are  so ;  now,  when  the  Holy 
Ghost  touches  your  heart,  and  makes  you  feel  the  attractions 
of  Jesus'  love ;  now  will  you  not  give  yourself  to  that  Al- 
mighty, perfect  Saviour?  Oh,  will  you  never  awake,  until  the 
voice  of  mercy  is  heard  no  more  ?  Will  you  never  ask  for 
mercy,  till  God  shall  answer  only  from  the  secret  place  of 
thunder,  and  the  eternal  fires  kindle  upon  you  ? 
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IV.— REFLECTIONS  AND  APPLICATION.    , 
**  All  scripture  la  giren  by  Inspiration  of  God,  and  is  profitable."^— 3  Tim.  liL  16w 

It  has  often  been  said,  that  if  the  doctrine  of  Election  be 
true,  and  contained  in  the  Bible,  still  it  ought  not  to  be 
preached.  To  this  objection,  thus  stated,  there  is  one  general 
answer,  viz. :  that  ministers  of  the  Gospel  are  bound  to  declare 
the  whole  counsel  of  God.  When  it  is  once  admitted  that  a 
doctrine  is  contained  in  the  Bible,  we  must  say,  either  that  it 
ought  to  be  preached,  or  that  we  are  wiser  than  God,  and 
that  what  he  has  revealed,  and  declared  to  be  profitable, 
ought  not  to  be  taught.  Here,  this  very  common  objection  to 
the  doctrine  of  Election  might  be  left.  It  may  be  well,  how- 
ever, to  trace  its  salutary  practical  tendency,  and  show  those 
who  hear  us,  that  a  wise  regard  to  their  own  best  interests  will 
lead  them  to  desire  it  to  have  its  place  in  the  ministrations  of 
the  pulpit. 

I  remark  then — 

1.  Tliat  the  doctrine  of  Election  is  a  plain  doctrine,  though 
it  has  been  pronounced  mysterious,  and  hard  to  be  under- 
stood and  difficult  to  be  explained.  Now,  if  what  has  been 
said  on  this  subject  in  former  discourses  be  just,  the  supposed 
mystery  and  difficulties  do  not  respect  the  doctrine,  i.  e.,  the 
simple  matter  of  fact  which  constitutes  it;  but  certain  theo- 
ries, or  modes  of  explanation,  which  have  been  incorporated 
with  the  doctrine,  and  which,  instead  of  being  any  part  of 
•  it,  are  merely  mattere  of  human  speculation.  Theories  are 
one  thing,  facts  are  another.  Various  theories  have  been 
devised  to  account  for  the  fact  that  the  sea  ebbs  and  flows. 
But  whether  these  are  all  consistent  or  inconsistent  with  the 
fact,  that  remains — the  sea  still  ebbs  and  flows.  So  the  matter 
of  fact — the  doctrine — that  God  has  purposed  to  renew,  and 
sanctify,  and  save  a  part  of  mankind,  remains  unaltered  and 
unalterable   by  any  theories   devised   by  men  to  explain  its 
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consistency  with  other  truths.  Not  only  so,  but  these  theories 
have  created  all  the  mystery  and  difficulties  which  have  ever 
embarrassed  the  subject.  Tlie  two  assumptions,  that  God  on 
the  whole  prefers  that  men  should  do  wrong  rather  than  right, 
and  that  there  is  no  impossibility  that  God  should  secure  the 
universal  holiness  of  his  moral  creation,  involve  the  doctrine 
of  'Election,  and  I  may  say  the  whole  system  of  Theology, 
not  merely  in  unintelligible  mystery,  but  in  the  most  palpable 
absurdity.  But  here  I  appeal  to  my  audience,  whether  I  have 
not  extricated  tliis  doctrine  from  these  absurd  and  monstrous 
theories.  Has  it  not  been  shown,  that  it  is  not  only  not  incon- 
sistent with  man's  free  moral  agency,  but  that  it  necessarily 
implies  it,  inasmuch  as  the  very  object  of  the  purpose  of  Elec- 
tion 18  the  right  use  of  moral  agency  ;  that  it  is  not  only  con- 
sistent with  God's  sincerity  in  his  invitations  to  all,  but  the 
most  decisive  proof  of  it,  inasmuch  as  it  exhibits  God  as  most 
earnestly  desiring  the  repentance  of  all,  rather  tlian  the  im- 
penitence of  any,  by  what  he  does  to  secure  the  repentance  of 
some  ;  that  it  is  not  only  consistent  with  impartiality  in  God, 
but  actually  implies  the  best  reasons  for  the  discriminations 
which  it  makes ;  and  that  it  is  not  only  consistent  with  the 
propriety  of  acting  on  the  part  of  the  sinner,  but  is  the  only 
ground  of  hope  that  he  will  act  successfully  ?  If  I  have  shown 
these  things,  the  supposed  difficulty  of  seeing  the  consistency 
between  the  doctrine  of  Election  and  other  scriptural  doc- 
trines, is  imaginary. 

Let  us  now  appeal  to  the  doctrine  itself,  which  is,  that  God 
from  eternity  has  determined  to  renew,  and  sanctify,  and  save 
a  part  only  of  mankind.  Is  this  proposition  in  the  least  de- 
gree dark  or  obscure?  Do  you  not  at  least  understand  my 
meaning,  when  I  say  that  God  has  formed  such  a  purpose,  as 
well  as  you  underetand  your  own  meaning,  when  you  say  he 
has  not  formed  such  a  purpose  ?  Surely,  the  mere  negative 
particle  not  can  add  nothing  to  the  clearness  of  the  other  terms 
of  the  proposition,  and  if  yours  is  intelligible  with  it,  mine  is 
also  without  it. 

But  let  us  examine  the  proposition  in  its  several  parts.  God 
has  purposed.  If  you  do  not  understand  this,  you  do  not  know 
what  it  is  for  God  to  will ;  what  it  is  for  God  to  give  a  law,  or 
to  design,  or  purpose  his  own  actions ;  nor  indeed  any  thing 
of  God  which  is  of  any  importance ;  for  the  purposes  of  Qod 
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are  the  true  and  only  index  of  his  character.  God  has  pur- 
posed from  eternity.  If  you  do  not  understand  this,  you  do 
not  understand  the  truth  that  God  is  an  eternal  Being,  for  the 
eternity  of  God's  pui'poses  are  as  easy  to  comprehend  as  the 
eternity  of  liis  existence.  Ood  from  eternity  has  purposed  to 
renew^  and  san^itify^  and  save.  If  you  do  not  understand  this, 
the  doctrines  of  Kegeneration,  Sanctification,  and  of  the  whole 
Gospel  are  unintelligihle  to  you.  And  as  to  tliat  part  of  the 
proposition  which  confines  the  purpose  to  a  part  only  of  man- 
kind, there  can  be  no  diflSculty,  except  to  understand  that  a 
part  is  less  than  the  whole.  Pardon,  My  Hearers,  what  in 
these  remarks  may  seem  to  imply  some  disparagement  of  your 
intellectual  capacity.  My  object  is  to  show  that  a  plainer 
proposition  in  theology  is  scarcely  conceivable,  than  that  which 
is  so  loudly  denounced  as  unintelligible  mystery. 

But  you  say,  the  doctrine  is  plainly  inconsistent  wnth  man's 
free  agency,  and  other  acknowledged  truths,  and  that  there- 
fore, after  all  that  is  said,  you  can  not  understand  it.  Be  it  so. 
If  you  can  pronounce  this  doctrine  inconsistent  with  any  other, 
then  you  understand  the  doctrine  itself;  for  how  else  can  you 
decide  on  its  inconsistency  with  another?  Thus  you  concede 
the  very  point  in  debate.  Besides,  to  say,  because  you  do  not 
underetand  its  consistency  with  another  doctrine,  that  there- 
fore you  do  not  understand  the  doctrine  itself,  is  like  saying, 
that  because  you  do  not  comprehend  Jww  your  soul  and  body 
are  united,  that  you  do  not  underatand  the  assertion  that  you 
have  either  a  soul  or  a  body.  So  far  then  as  plainness — the 
obvious  meaning  of  a  doctrine  is  requisite  to  its  utility — the 
doctrine  of  Election  is  sufficiently  distinguished  by  this  char- 
acteristic. 

2.  The  doctrine  of  Election  has  no  injurious,  but  a  highly 
useful,  practical  tendency.  This  will  appear  from  the  follow- 
ing considerations : 

First — It  tends  not  to  produce,^  hut  to  prevent  despair.  It  has 
been  often  said,  that  the  doctrine  ten(Js  directly  to  produce 
this  state  of  mind.  If  it  be  so,  then  truly  it  is  a  serious  ob- 
jection to  the  utility  of  preaching  it.  Despair  is  fatal  to  all 
effort.  Despair,  even  in  presence  of  the  greatest  good,  or 
most  appaUing  evil,  sinks  the  spirit  of  man  into  sullen  inac- 
tion. Man  will  never  act,  so  long  as  he  despairs  either  of  act- 
ing, or  of  obtaining  his  object.    Is  it  then  the  tendency  of 
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the  doctrine  to  produce  this  state  of  mind  ?  Has  it  in  fact 
ever  produced  it  ?  I  do  not  say,  that  some  false  view  of  the 
subject,  something  which,  by  a  gross  misnomer,  may  have 
been  called  the  doctrine  of  Election,  has  not,  in  some  instances, 
had  this  effect ;  but  has  it  ever  been  true  of  tlie  doctrine,  as 
stated  and  explained  in  these  discourses?  This  I  fearlessly 
deny.  The  thing  is  impossible.  Can  I  believe  that  God  will 
renew,  and  sanctify,  and  save  some,  even  many  of  this  guilty 
world,  and  legitimately  infer  from  this  that  my  perdition  is 
sealed  ?  Did  I  know  that  God  would  hereafter  save  but  one 
human  being,  I  could  not  justly  infer  that  I  should  not  be 
saved,  for  I  might  be  the  individual  whom  the  purpose  re- 
spects. Can  I  believe  that  many  will  be  saved,  and  infer,  by 
legitimate  deduction,  that  none  will  be  saved?  If  not,  then 
plainly  as  an  individual,  I  can  not  infer  that  I  shall  not  be 
saved.  We  believe  that  many  in  this  assembly  w^ill  live  till 
to-morrow.  Can  any  one  hence  infer  that  he  shall  not  live  till 
another  morning  ? 

But  further:  the  doctrine  of  Election  is  an  infallible  pre- 
ventive of  despair.  Can  I  believe  that  thousands  and  millions 
of  my  fellOw-creatures,  who  have  no  better  prospects  of  life 
than  I  have,  will  live  another  year  or  day,  without  also  believ- 
ing that  I  may  live  1  Can  I  as  a  rational  man  avoid  this  con- 
viction ?  In  like  manner,  can  you  and  I  believe  that  God  has 
purposed  to  save  a  great  multitude  from  among  men — a  multi- 
tude which  no  man  can  immber — and  at  the  same  time  avoid 
believing  that  you  and  I  may  be  of  that  happy  company  ? 
No.  In  view  of  the  doctrine  of  Election,  no  sinner  can  de- 
spair of  eternal  life. 

Again  :  this  doctrine  of  Election  not  only  prevents  despair, 
it  is  the  only  thing  indispensable  to  its  prevention.  Not  a 
human  being  will  ever  turn  to  God  and  be  saved,  unless  God 
by  his  grace  turn  him.  Deny  then  the  doctrine  of  Election  : 
preach  to  beings  thus  desperate  in  rebellion  against  the  Most 
High,  that  God  has  formed  no  purpose  to  sanctify  and  save 
one  of  them,  and  what  could  they  hope  for  ?  Will  the  un- 
changeable God  form  new  purposes  ?  No.  Can  they  hope  to 
convert  themselves  ?  No.  Can  they  find  a  created  arm  through- 
out the  universe  to  help  ?  No.  There  is  no  hope.  Hide  then 
from  human  vision  the  purpose  of  God's  electing  grace,  and 
heaven's  gate  is  shut,  and  barred,  and  bolted.    Not  a  ray  of 
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light  from  the  upper  sanctuary  falls  on  this  midnight  of  sin  ;  a 
cloud  deep  and  thick  as  the  blackness  of  darkness  covers  the 
world,  and  you  see  how  beings  hastening  to  God's  judgment- 
seat  sit  down  in  the  suUenness  and  gloom  of  despair,  or  rage 
and  howl  in  its  frenzies.  Oh,  who  can  deny  and  reproach  tlie 
doctrine  of  God's  electing  grace  I  Who  can  wish  to  extinguish 
this  only  beam  of  hope  from  the  throne  of  eternal  mercy  1 

Secondly — ^The  doctrine  of  Election  tends  to  destroy  pre- 
sumption in  sin.  If  sinners  cherish  an  unreasonable  and 
groundless  confidence  of  final  salvation,  it  were  immeasurably 
desirable  that  it  should  be  taken  away  from  them.  In  its  true 
tendency  it  is  as  fatal  as  death.  Now  every  stupid  sinner  does 
cherish  such  a  confidence.  Throughout  Christendom,  there  is 
not  a  man  living  quietly  in  sin,  who  is  not  venturing  on  in  the 
path  to  ruin  with  the  rashness  and  madness  of  a  maniac. 
What  violence  to  reason  more  gross  and  shocking  than  that  a 
sinner  under  God's  present  condemnation,  and  liable  every 
moment  to  death  and  endless  perdition,  should  quietly  defer 
repentance  another  moment  ?  And  yet  how  almost  universal 
is  the  fact,  even  under  the  full  conviction  of  its  necessity? 
Now  what  is  the  reliance  of  such  men  ?  It  is  either  directly 
or  indirectly  on  their  own  strength,  and  their  own  acts,  associ- 
ated with  a  purpose  of  future  repentance.  Do  you  doubt  it  I 
Throw  away  every  such  hope  from  futurity.  Suppose  that  you 
knew  that  you  were  to  stand  before  God's  judgment-seat  this 
very  hour,  and  that  your  preparation  was  in  his  hands  and  at 
his  disposal,  could  you  sleep  in  sin,  quietly  relying  on  what 
you  intend  to  do  hereafter  ?  How  then  shall  we  break  up  this 
delusion ;  how  restore  such  infatuation  to  sense  and  reason ! 
Shall  we  tell  these  sleepers  on  the  brink  of  ruin  that  life  is 
uncertain,  and  death  always  near?  You  may  throw  the  deep- 
est and  most  chilling  shade  on  the  prospect  of  life,  but  when 
health  and  strength  return,  how  they  still  believe  that  death  is 
remote,  and  with  a  confidence  that  frequent  and  sudden  deaths, 
and  deaths  in  sin  all  around  them,  scarcely  agitate  I  Others 
may  die  without  preparation,  but  they  shall  not.  Thus  thou- 
sands are  going  on  to  their  last  account.  And  can  we  only 
repeat  that  life  is  frail,  and  death  is  near  ?  Do  you  say,  we 
must  destroy  this  self-confidence,  this  presumptuous  reliance 
on  themselves,  this  trusting  to  tlieir  own  heart,  by  telling  them 
that  repentance  is  the  gift  of  God,  and  that  it  is  only  by  his 
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grace  that  they  will  ever  be  prepared  to  meet  him  in  judg- 
ment? True,  this  doctrine  thus  stated,  is  of  great,  of  indis- 
pensable importance.  But  then  they  already  believe  it,  while 
they  also  believe  that  this  necessary  grace  is  ready  for  them 
whenever  they  shall  be  ready  and  condescend  to  use  it. 
They  do  not,  they  will  not  believe,  that  the  God  of  mercy 
may  withhold  his  grace,  even  though  they  slight  it  till  their 
last  hour.  Determined  on  present  quietness  in  sin,  they  will 
practically  believe,  either  that  they  can  save  themselves  with- 
out grace,  or  that  the  requisite  gi-ace  is  always,  even  to  the 
last,  at  their  own  disposal.  And  this.  My  Hearers,  is  the  very 
presumption  that  holds  tliese  guilty  thousands  under  the  light 
of  salvation  in  such  death-like  slumbers,  that  no  accents  of 
mercy,  no,  nor  the  notes  of  the  second  death,  while  this  expec- 
tation remains,  will  ever  move  them.  It  is  a  presumption  and 
a  hope  that  must  be  torn  away  from  the  sinner,  or  he  dies. 
And  the  case  calls  for  all  that  truth  can  utter.  He  loves  his 
sins,  he  loves  the  world,  he  is  averse  to  God  and  his  service, 
and  he  will  persist  in  his  chosen  way  till  these  hopes  of  salva- 
tion in  such  a  course  are  cut  off.  If  then  you  would  rouse 
him  from  his  lethargy,  and  suffer  him  to  have  no  peace  in  his 
sins  (and  the  God  of  mercy  declares  there  is  no  peace  to  the 
wicked) ;  if  you  would  throw  over  his  prospect  tlie  gloom  and 
the  forebodings  in  which  truth  invests  it,  preach  the  doctrine 
of  Election.  Point  the  thoughtless  man  to  the  eternal  coun- 
sels of  the  Most  High.  Show  him  a  sovereign  God.  There 
he  will  read,  that  by  his  own  perverseuess  of  heart  he  has  ren- 
dered his  salvation  hopeless,  without  the  grace  which  is  his 
gift, — has  put  his  salvation  into  the  hands  of  an  incensed  God, 
— and  that  in  view  of  that  perverseuess,  God  has  decided  re- 
specting the  gift  of  his  grace,  in  those  counsels  that  never 
change.  Thus  will  he  see  that  God  who  can,  and  may  save 
him,  and  yet  who  can  and  may  destroy,  and  will  destroy  if  he 
has  formed  no  purpose  to  save  him.  With  such  a  view  of  the 
living  God,  can  the  sinner  rest  in  his  sins  ?  Can  he  now  pre- 
sumptuously rely  on  what  he  intends  to  do  hereafter ;  or  even 
on  the  grace  of  God,  as  that  which  will  always  be  ready  when- 
ever he  shall  choose  to  accept  it.  No ;  instead  of  regarding 
his  own  salvation  as  a  contingency  to  be  made  certain  by  what 
he  shall  do,  or  may  intend  to  do,  he  would  wake  up  to  a  rest- 
less solicitude,  and  to  a  laborious  earnestness  of  effort,  that  he 
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may  ascertain  how  this  great  question  is  decided  .in  heaven's 
high  counsels,  and,  if  it  may  be,  that  it  is  decided  well  for 
him.     Contingency,  as  opposed  to  certainty,  in  respect  to   the 
salvation  of  the  soul,  is  truly  a  consoling  thought  to  the  de- 
termined sinner.     On  this  scheme,  nothing  is  in  fact  certain  in 
his  future  being.     But  who  is  the  man  that  can  think  of  the 
eternal  life  or  death  of  the  soul,  as  already  certain  in  the  coun- 
sels of  an  unchangeable  God ;  that  in  his  present  state  all  the 
evidence  in  his  own  case  is,  that  he  is  one  who  shall  die  eter- 
nally ;  and  that  there  is  one  way,  and  only  one,  in  which  the 
terrore  of  his  condition  can  be  alleviated, — one  way,  and  only 
one  in  which  he  can  ascertain  that  he  is  the  object  of  God's 
electing  love  ; — I  say,  who  is  the  man  that  can  think  of  these 
things  and  not  feel  himself,  as  it  were,  compelled  to  adopt  the 
only  method  by  which  this  unknown  certainty  shall  be  di- 
vested of  its  appalling  aspect  ?     Oh,  the  terrors  of  even  the 
possible  truth,  that  I  am  not  included  in  God's  purpose  of 
electing  grace  !     Who  does  not  feel  himself  almost  forced  by 
such  a  thouglit  to  renounce  sin  and  the  world  at  once,  that 
thus  he  may  obtain  the  authorized  and  joyful  assurance  that 
he  is  chosen  of  God  as  an  heir  of  all  things  ?     Can  there  be  a 
doubt  whether  such  is  the  true  practical  tendency  of  the  doc- 
trine of  Election.     Suppose  yourself  to  liave  been  tried  before 
a  human  tribunal  on  a  question  of  life  and  death ;  that  you 
knew  that  the  question  was  decided,  but  that  the  decision  was 
still  kept  in  profound  secrecy,  could  you  avoid  a  restlessness  and 
an  overwhelming  solicitude  in  regard  to  it?     When  the  sinner 
thinks  of  God's  purpose  of  Election,  a  painful  uncertainty  re- 
specting what  is  certain  in  God's  mind — an  oppressive,  agita- 
ting anxiety,  will  be  felt.     The  doctrine  will  fasten  itself  on  his 
thoughts, and  excite  emotion.     It  will  be  like  hearing  that  the 
linal  decision  is  made,  without  being  told  what  it  is ;  and  in- 
stead of  the  peaceful  reliance  of  sinners  on  what  they  intend 
to  do  hereafter,  they  will  see,  as  they  think  of  the  counsels  of 
an  omniscient  and  immutable  God,  that  their  destiny  is  known 
but  concealed.     Perhaps  it  is  life,  perhaps  death — perhaps 
heaven,  perhaps  hell  I     The  feeling  will  be,  not  so  much  as  if 
the  final  sentence  were  yet  to  be  formed,  as  if  it  were  soon  to 
be  pronounced, — as  if  but  another  moment  were  left  for  ascer- 
taining by  instant  repentance  the  joyous  truth,  that  in  God's 
eternal  counsels  he  is  an  heir  of  everlasting  liie. 
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And  liere  I  can  not  but  remark  is  the  very  influence  of  the 
doctrine  of  Election  which  leads  sinners  to  say,  "  It  destroys  all 
hope  and  drives  to  despair."  It  does  destroy  all  their  hopes  of 
safety  in  determined  sin.  It  does  destroy  these  hopes,  for  they 
are  false,  deceitful,  ruinous,  and  the  sooner  they  are  destroyed 
the  better.  God  would  destroy  them  and  we  would  destroy 
them,  not  to  produce  despair,  but  that  we  may  show  them  ex- 
actly what  truth  warrants  them  to  hope  for.  This  brings  me 
to  remark — 

Thirdly — ^That  the  doctrine  of  Election  furnishes  to  the  sin- 
ner all  desirable  encouragement.  By  this  I  intend  that  degree 
which  is  best  fitted  to  prompt  the  sinner  to  instant  direct  eflFbrt 
in  the  work  of  turning  to  God. 

When  an  object  is  one  of  diflScult  attainment,  and  when  also 
it  has  engaged  the  strongest  affections  of  the  heart,  then  con- 
fidence of  success  will  give  strenuousness  to  effort.  But  how 
is  it  when  the  heart  is  on  the  object  opposite ;  when  the  very 
effort  requisite  to  secure  the  one  proposed  is  revolting  to  the 
heart,  and  when  the  only  reason  for  effort  is  a  painful,  odious 
necessity,  and  when  of  course  the  whole  tendency  of  the  mind 
is  to  regard  even  this  necessity  as  remote,  and  to  defer  acting  ? 
Is  it  not  certain  that  the  mind  will  defer  acting  as  long  as  in 
its  own  view  it  can  with  safety ;  and  will  it  not  deem  it  safe  to 
defer  just  in  proportion  to  the  probability  that  efforts  when 
made  will  prove  successful  ?    To  come  then  to  the  question — 

How  much  probability  of  success  as  pertaining  to  those  im- 
perfect efforts  which  sinners  make  in  turning  to  God,  is  best 
adapted  to  prompt  them  to  immediate  action  ?  One  thing  is 
certain,  there  is  no  promise  of  God  that  his  grace  shall  attend 
these  attempts  of  the  sinner.  So  far  from  it  that  for  aught  we 
can  say  to  him,  he  may  be  already  given  up  to  hardness  of 
heart.  Not  only  is  there  no  certainty  of  success  in  these  at 
tempts,  but  in  proportion  to  the  probability  of  it,  and  the  facil- 
ity of  performing  the  unwelcome  task,  the  danger  of  delay  is 
diminished,  and  with  it  the  pressure  of  the  motive  to  present 
effort.  Nor  is  this  all.  If  there  is  a  high  probability  of  suc- 
cess from  present  attempts,  then  there  is  a  higher  degree  of 
such  probability  than  would  otherwise  exist  from  future 
attempts ;  and  it  is  this  belief,  it  is  this  false  persuasion,  that 
the  work  can  be  easily  done  now,  and  easily  done  at  any 
future  time,  that  is  the  solace  of  the  sinner  in  procrastinating 
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his  duty  to  his  God.  To  influence  him  then  most  powerfully 
to  present  action  in  duty,  the  prospect  of  success  must  be 
viewed  as  doubtful.  It  must  be  lowered  down  to  wliat  the 
apostle  calls  a  ^^ peradventure  that  God  will  give  repentance." 
True  it  is  this  degree  of  probability  may  be  very  diverse  in 
different  cases.  Still  it  is  always  so  low  in  degree  that  if  the 
sinner  lessens  it,  as  he  inevitably  must  by  delay,  if  he  procrasti- 
nates rwwy  he  may  well-nigh  despair  for  the  future.  God  in 
his  Word  confines  all  hope  to  the  present  hour,  crowds  the 
concerns  of  eternity  as  it  were  into  the  passing  moment,  throw- 
ing darkness  over  futurity,  and  converting  the  very  thought  of 
procrastination  into  "a  fearful  looking  for  of  judgment  and 
fiery  indignation."  That  an  almost  absolute  necessity  of 
present  action  may  be  felt,  and  that  the  pressure  of  it  may 
overpower  all  temptation  to  present  inaction,  '•  the  Holy 
Ghost  saith.  To-day  if  ye  will  hear  his  voice,  harden  not 
your  hearts." 

Now  that  this  degree  of  encouragement  is  that  which  is 
altogether  most  useful  to  the  sinner,  the  best  fitted  to  move 
him  to  immediate  action  in  the  performance  of  duty,  may  be 
shown  by  an  example.  Suppose  then  you  were  in  a  prison 
where  continuance  is  so  desirable  (for  to  make  out  a  parallel 
case  we  must  suppose  madness  in  the  heart),  that  nothing  but 
the  loss  of  life  would  even  make  you  ever  think  of  leaving  the 
place.  Suppose  now  the  prison  to  be  on  fire,  but  that  having 
the  key  in  your  own  possession,  you  can  with  entire  safety  re- 
main in  the  enjoyments  you  love  still  longer.  Would  you  be 
in  haste  to  escape  ?  Not  at  all.  You  would  still  linger  and 
still  delight  yourself  in  pleasure,  and  let  the  flames  come  nigh, 
for  escape  is  easy,  and  this  is  all  your  concern.  But  suppose 
that  the  key  is  in  the  hands  of  another ;  that  he  is  your  enemy, 
one  whom  you  have  greatly  provoked  to  withhold  every  favor, 
and  to  leave  you  to  perish.  Suppose  however,  that  you  know 
that  he  has  delivered  others  in  the  same  fearful  condition ;  that 
some  of  those,  not  all,  who  have  waked  up  to  a  sense  of  their 
danger  and  addressed  themselves  to  strenuous  efforts  to  escape 
have  succeeded ;  that  if  you  do  so,  you  through  his  interposi- 
tion may  escape ;  while  every  moment's  delay  is  a  moment  of 
provocation  to  final  abandonment  to  the  flames.  You  see  that 
the  moment  you  were  apprised  of  your  danger  would  be  the 
moment  for  ^ort — the  moment  in  which  you  wo»ild  wake  up 
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in  agony  to  secure  the  interposition  of  that  arm  from  which 
alone  deliverance  can  come. 

Now  like  this,  is  the  case  of  every  unconverted  sinner  in 
respect  to  the  work  of  turning  to  God.  The  service  of  God  has 
no  attractions  to  his  heart.  Instead  of  love  he  feels  aversion. 
Tlie  necessity  of  repentance  to  avoid  future  punishment  is  all 
the  influence  he  feels.  He  loves  the  world,  he  loves  his  sins ; 
he  would  firmly  resolve  always  to  live  in  sin  were  sin  not  to 
be  punished ;  he  abominates  the  necessity  of  renouncing  it ;  and 
so  long  as  he  believes  that  he  can  safely  continue  in  sin,  so  long 
lie  will  do  it,  and  with  fearful,  probability,  till  the  fires  of  the 
pit  take  hold  of  him.  And  now  liow  much  encouragement 
would  you  give  him  that  success  will  crown  his  efforts  to  turn 
to  God  and  escape  perdition  ?  Would  you  raise  it  to  a  high 
degree  of  probability  ?  But  this  is  the  very  presumption 
which  he  cherishes,  and  which  emboldens  him  to  go  on  in  his 
iniquity.  In  this  way  you  encourage  procrastination,  and 
brighten  with  hope  the  path  whicli  God  darkens  witli  the 
frowns  and  the  terrors  of  his  exhausted  patience.  No,  if  you 
would  rouse  him  to  attempt  his  conversion  at  all,  preach  to  him 
the  peradverUure  of  the  doctrine  of  Election.  For  while  this  is 
an  immutable  purpose  of  God,  it  is  the  sinner's  only  hope. 
Though  it  is  formed  in  eternity,  it  is  rightly  viewed  only  in 
relation  to  what  sinners  shall  do  or  shall  not  do  in  time.  Ac- 
cordingly it  tells  them  with  a  plainness  and  power  peculiar  to 
itself,  that  stupidity  in  sin  is  death  in  sin.  It  tells  them  that 
all  reliance  on  futurity,  even  for  a  moment,  is  the  presumption 
of  one  walking  on  slippery  places,  where  fiery  billows  roll  be- 
neath him.  And  yet  it  also  tells  every  sinner  that  there  is  an 
attention  of  mind,  an  earnestness  of  effort,  a  plying  of  the  moral 
powers  to  the  act  of  duty,  which  in  many  cases  does,  and  which 
even  now  in  his  case  may,  by  the  grace  of  God,  result  in  the 
performance  of  duty  and  the  salvation  of  the  soul. 

Thus  the  doctrine,  while  it  shows  him  that  the  work  may  be 
done,  brings  upon  him  what  sober  reason  would  regard  as  the 
pressure  of  a  present  absolute  necessity  of  doing  it,  with  an 
almost  insupportable  weight,  showing  him  that  it  must  be  done 
soon ;  bringing  upon  him  the  conviction  that  it  must  be  done 
now,  or  with  fearful  probability  it  never  will  be  done.  It 
shows  him  that  many,  not  to  say  most  of  those,  who  under  this 
pressure  put  themselves  to  instant  effort,  with  the  fixed  decis- 
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ion  never  to  abandon  it  while  life  lasts,  do  in  fact  succeed.  It 
shows  hira  to  liimself  sinking  in  the  great  waters,  where  with- 
out a  struggle  he  is  lost,  but  where  by  instant  effort  he  may 
escape.  If  there  be  any  condition  conceivable  which  can 
wake  and  rouse  the  sinner  to  such  effort,  it  is  such  as  this. 
And-  thus  to  show  him  his  condition,  is  all  the  encouragement 
that  friendship,  human  or  divine,  would  give  him.  Increase  it 
if  you  will,  but  every  addition  is  false  and  delusive.  Increase 
the  probability  that  a  being  who  loves  sin,  and  who  will  con- 
tinue in  sin  so  long  as  he  thinks  he  can  with  safety,  will  be 
converted  and  saved,  and  in  that  proportion  you  allay  his 
fears,  confirm  his  presumption,  and  embolden  him  in  rebellion 
against  God.  Tell  him  that  the  Spirit  is  now  ready,  and  will 
always  be  ready,  and  you  tell  him  just  what  he  wishes  to  be 
true  to  comfort  him  in  his  sins.  You  tell  him  what  you  have 
no  warrant  to  say,  that  God  may  already  have  abandoned  him 
to  hardness  of  heart.  You  tell  him  what  has  been  hitherto  his 
solace  in  sin,  that  God  will  still  wait  and  still  consult  his  con- 
venience and  his  wishes;  and  so  doing,  you  add  your  own 
strength  to  push  him  from  the  precipice  where  he  stands,  into 
everlasting  burnings.  Give  him  then  the  encouragement,  ih^ 
peroflventure  of  success  which  pertains  to  a  present  effort. 
Balance  the  probabilities  of  failure  and  success,  so  as  to  give 
the  death-blow  to  all  thought  of  a  moment's  procrastination. 
Bring  upon  him  all  the  urgency  of  the  crisis,  now  or  neveb. 
Give  him  any  other  counsel,  and  while  he  follows  it,  his  breath 
may  stop,  his  soul  may  be  lost,  and  his  blood  may  be  on  you, 
his  treacherous  counsellor. 

Fourthly — ^The  doctrine  of  Election  brings  upon  the  sinner 
the  entire  power  of  Tnoral  obligation.  God's  purpose  of  Elec- 
tion respects  not  machines  or  stocks,  mere  passive  subjects  of 
an  influence,  but  intelligent,  free  moral  agents,  who  are  to  live 
and  act  under  the  Moral  Government  of  God  forever.  God 
can  not  make,  nor  purpose  by  grace  to  make,  a  creature  holy 
who  is  not  a  complete  moral  agent ;  that  is,  one  having  every 
power  qualifying  him  to  become  holy  without  grace.  Nor  can 
I  conceive  how  any  man  should  be  weak  enough  to  think,  or 
to  imagine  that  others  should  think,  that  this  purpose  of  eternal 
grace  should  respect  any  other  beings  than  accountable  immor- 
tals. Surely  the  mission  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  purposed  and 
planned  in  these  high  counsels,  must  have  an  object  worthy  ot 
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such  an  embassy.  If  the  creatiou  of  a  world  for  man's  proba- 
tionary residence — if  the  law  of  God,  coming  forth  with  the 
authority  of  his  throne — if  the  work  of  redemption  by  the  blood 
of  his  Son — if  the  preparing  of  heavenly  mansions  in  his  tem- 
ple on  high,  bespeak  the  exalted  nature  and  relations  of  man 
as  an  accountable  being,  not  less  does  God's  eternal  purpose 
of  love  and  grace.  Accordingly,  no  man  can  look  at  this 
great  purpose  of  grace  and  mercy,  without  feeling  that  so  it  is 
and  so  it  must  be.  When  God  ts  seen  to  make  so  much  of 
man,  man  must  make  something  of  himself,  instead  of  shrink- 
ing away  from  his  obligations  to  his  Maker  and  his  Maker's 
government ;  sinking  in  his  own  estimation  into  the  insignifi- 
cance of  a  creature  whose  conduct  touches  no  interests  but 
those  of  time ;  of  an  insect  who  may  be  crushed  and  not  missed 
from  God's  creation.  God's  purpose  of  Election  does  not  tlius 
make  light  of  him.  It  tells  him  what  the  soul  is,  in  the  price 
paid  for  it,  in  the  death  of  God's  own  Son  ;  it  tells  him  that  he 
is  capable  of  God's  moral  image,  for  to  this  it  proposes  to  re- 
store him ;  it  tells  him  that  he  is  formed  to  be  a  co-woi'ker  with 
God  in  accomplishing  his  designs,  for  thus  it  proposes  to  em- 
ploy him  forever.  It  brings  him  out  upon  the  broad  theater  of 
accountable  existence,  and  shows  him  that  his  character,  his 
moral  principle,  his  every  action,  reach  the  designs,  the  works, 
the  glory  of  God  in  tliis  and  other  worlds,  and  are  to  react 
upon  himself  also,  either  in  a  far  more  exceeding  and  eternal 
weight  of  glory,  or  in  the  endless  agonies  of  God's  condenma- 
tion.  Thus  it  shows  man  to  liimself  in  his  nature  and  rela- 
tions, as  an  accountable  subject  of  the  Eternal  King,  living 
and  acting  for  God  or  against  him,  amid  the  glories  and  gran 
deurs  of  eternity. 

More  than  this.  Tlie  doctrine  of  Election  reveals  the  super- 
added obligations  of  an  economy  of  redemption.  It  is  man 
redeemed  from  the  curee  of  a  law  which  he  is  qualified  and 
bound  to  obey,  to  whom  the  great  salvation  purchased  by 
blood  is  proffered ;  manfully  qualified  to  embrace  the  offer,  is 
the  being  to  whom  it  is  made.  It  proceeds  wholly  on  the 
ground  that  the  purchased  inheritance  is  proffered  with  the 
sincerity  of  a  God  who  does  not  lie — who  does  not  mock  his 
creatures  with  delusive  offere ;  on  the  ground  tlierefore  that 
man  is  a  moral  agent  without  grace ;  that  he  can  and  ought 
without  grace  to  accept  the  offer.    Is  not  the  purpose  of  Elec- 
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tion  a  purpose  of  God  to  bring  men  to  accept  of  his  great  salva- 
tion already  offered  ?  Yes,  I  say  offered.  And  can  God  offer 
salvation  to  the  trees  of  the  forest,  or  a  statue,  or  a  corpse  ?  Xo. 
God's  offers  are  made  to  free  moral  agents,  and  the  purpose  of 
Election  proceeds  entirely  on  the  sincerity  with  which  they  are 
made  to  each  and  to  all — offers  urged  by  command,  and  en- 
treaty, and  love,  and  mercy,  and  every  motive  the  universe 
can  furnish ;  influences  perfectly  adapted,  in  view  of  the  moral 
powers  of  man,  to  secure  the  acceptance  of  the  offers.  Is  man 
then  under  no  obligation  to  accept  them  ?  Does  not  the  pur- 
pose of  Election  distinctly,  unanswerably  announce  this  amaz- 
ing fact ;  coming  before  the  mind  as  it  does,  simply  as  a  pur- 
pose of  God  to  bring  men  by  his  grace  to  fulfill  these  high 
obligations  which  exist  without  grace  ?  And  can  man  admit 
the  purpose,  and  deny  his  obligations?  No  man  can  believe 
this  in  the  clear,  unperverted  light  of  the  doctrine  of  Election. 
If  any  doctrine  combines  in  one  view  every  thing  that  creates 
and  enhances  man's  duty,  if  any  thing  can  put  the  unyielding 
grasp  of  obligation  on  his  conscience  to  do  what  God's  law  and 
gospel  require,  it  is  this.  He  must  see  himself  under  all  the 
obligations  of  a  law  which  has  been  bought  off  from  its  curse 
by  God's  mercy  and  a  Saviour's  blood ;  and  he  must  see  them 
recognized  and  set  forth  in  all  their  length,  and  breadth,  and 
height,  and  depth,  by  the  doctrine  of  Election.  Had  not  these 
obligations  existed,  God's  purpose  of  electing  grace  had  never 
been  known,  nor  heaven  ever  heard  one  song  it  has  inspired- 
Let  any  man  then,  attempt  to  fly  from  his  obligations  and  find 
a  refuge  in  the  doctrine  of  Election  if  he  can.  Let  him  retreat 
to  this  hiding-place,  and  attempt  to  throw  off  his  obligations 
from  himself  upon  his  Maker ;  but  if  he  will  listen,  even  there 
he  will  hear  the  voice  to  duty  sounding  in  his  ears  its  most  dis- 
tinct and  solemn  language,  and  tlie  summons  of  obligation  be 
to  his  soul  like  the  trump  of  God.  Go  if  you  will,  but  even 
there  shall  you  hear  that  God's  purpose  of  Election  seeks  its 
objects  in  a  world  of  rebels — ^rebels  against  law,  rebels  against 
grace,  of  giant  rebels,  of  whom  you  are  one. 

Finally — ^The  doctrine  of  Election  discloses  to  sinners  jnH 
views  of  their  guilt  and  danger.  It  rests  on  the  basis  of  this 
fact,  that  men  under  the  immeasurable  obligations  just  de- 
scribed are  under  all  the  guilt  and  the  fearful  exposure  to 
eternal  condemnation  of  theii*  violation.    Otherwise  the  pur- 
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pose  of  Election  could  have  no  object  and  could  never  have 
been  formed ;  it  were  an  absurdity  and  a  solecifim.  God  pur- 
pose to  renew  and  sanctify,  and  save  from  sin  and  condemna- 
tion, beings  who  are  not  sinners !  to  save  from  hell  those  who 
are  not  exposed  to  it !  Think  what  the  doctrine  is,  and  say,  is 
not  man's  character  that  of  a  sinner,  a  rebel  against  God,  and 
is  not  exposure  to  hell,  while  he  is  impenitent  and  unforgiven, 
his  fearful  condition  ? 

But  this  is  not  all.  For  why  this  purpose  of  electing  grace  ? 
The  answer  to  this  question  discloses  an  overwhelming  fact ; 
I  mean  that  perversenesa  of  the  simier^s  heart  which  nothing  but 
the  purposed  grace  will  ever  svhdue.  Can  there  be  a  doubt  of 
this  ?  Inquire  then  into  the  reasons  for  this  purpose  of  God. 
Is  it  because  man  is  a  sinner  and  exposed  to  endless  ruin  ? 
Not  simply  that.  Is  it  because  he  is  not  redeemed  by  an  all- 
sufficient  Atonement  ?  Kot  at  all.  Is  it  because  the  sincerest 
offers  of  life  are  not  made  to  him  ?  Plainly  not.  Is  it  because 
he  is  not  as  truly  able  to  accept  these  offers  as  he  is  to  reject 
them  ?  Nothing  can  be  further  from  the  truth.  Is  it  because 
he  is  not  under  every  conceivable  obligation  to  accept  of  these 
offers?  Surely  not.  Wliy  then  this  purpose  of  renewing  grace? 
Because  the  sinner  will  perversely  and  infaUibly  reject  these 
offers  without  this  gi'oce.  Here  is  the  true  reason,  the  tremen- 
dous fact,  and  the  doctrine  of  Election  reveals  it,  pouring  the 
daylight  of  truth  on  all  its  guilt  and  all  its  terrors.  Calls  and 
invitations,  entreaties  and  warnings,  are  to  no  purpose.  Urged 
by  the  sincerest  love  of  a  redeeming  God,  awed  by  the  frowns 
and  denunciations  of  his  wrath,  amid  Bibles  and  Sabbaths,  the 
voice  of  men  and  angels,  the  wooings  and  the  tears  of  compas- 
sion, human  and  divine,  under  the  strivings  of  the  Holy  Spirit, 
with  all  the  light  of  truth  and  all  the  motives  in  the  universe 
•.*ntrated  and  poured  burning  and  blazing  on  his  heart ;  Oh, 
hu  tV  he  still  plants  the  firm  footstep  of  rebellion  on  Jesus'  blood ; 
how,  as  a  reckless,  ruined,  damned  spirit,  he  rushes  on  the  thick 
bosses  of  Jehovah's  buckler,  and  hastens  his  infatuated  way  to 
hell !  Nor  is  there  a  sinner  on  earth  who  can  look  at  the  doc- 
trine of  Election,  and  not  see  himself  as  in  a  glass  to  be  just 
such  a  rebel  as  this.  None  other  can  the  purpose  of  Election 
respect. 

Why  then  will  not  the  sinner  actually  perish  under  all  this 
guilt  ?    Let  hiin  look  at  the  doctrine  of  Election,  and  see  what 
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is  the  measure  of  guilt  it  discloeefl  in  the  perversencss  of  his 
own  heart ;  how  he  has  hated  and  perhaps  vilified  this  purpose 
of  God,  and  despised  and  slighted  its  gifts ;  how  he  has  to  this 
hour  refused  all  accordance  with  God's  mode  of  dispensing 
grace,  and  habitually  grieved  the  Holy  Spirit.  Let  him  look 
at  the  doctrine  of  Election,  and  see  that  the  sovereignty  of  that 
God  who  hath  mercy  on  whom  he  will  have  mercy,  hangs  a 
fearful  uncertainty  over  all  his  prospects,  and  that  tie  holiness 
of  God  must  abhor  a  character  of  such  moral  deformity  as  his, 
and  that  it  might  be  expected  to  revolt  from  all  intercourse  of 
love  with  him  forever.  Let  him  look  at  the  purpose  of  Elec- 
tion, and  see  how  it  has  hitherto  left  the  broad  way  to  destruc- 
tion thronged  with  fellow-beings,  and  how  it  still  leaves  the 
multitudes  of  living  men  treading  on  with  thoughtless  footstep 
the  same  road  to  death, — ^liow  many  no  worse  than  himself,  with 
no  more  to  provoke  final  rejection,  and  with  the  same  hopes 
from  futurity,  are  falling  every  day  into  perdition.  Let  him 
look  at  this  puq)ose  of  Election,  and  in  its  actual  development 
what  a  field  of  observation  this  world  spreads  out  before  him  ; 
how  it  mocks  human  hopes,  and  trifles  with  the  schemes  and 
plans  of  salvation  of  human  devising ;  how  it  hurries  away  by 
death,  amid  the  joyous  anticipations  of  health  and  strength, 
unpardoned  and  unsanctified  men ;  how  with  the  lightning's 
flash  it  wakes  up  from  the  fondest  dreams  of  salvation  to  the 
agonies  of  eternal  disappointment  and  woe,  and  how  through 
human  pervereeness  it  renders  the  prayere  of  God's  secret  ones, 
and  all  the  instituted  means  of  his  grace,  the  occasion  of  ex- 
hausted patience  and  of  an  aggravated  doom ;  how  at  the  last 
consummation  it  will  fix  all  destiny,  shutting  the  gates  of  death 
and  hell  that  they  be  opened  no  more,  forbidding  all  mercy 
and  excluding  all  hope.  Let  him  look  at  the  doctrine  of 
Election,  and  see  up  to  the  present  hour  of  this  world's  history 
how  few — Oh,  how  few  !  of  all  its  myriads  are  saved  ;  let  him 
look  at  himself,  what  he  is,  where  he  is,  and  whither  he  is 
going,  and  let  him  say  if  he  feels  no  alarm.  As  he  thinks  of 
these  high  counsels  of  the  Great  Disposer  of  all,  and  sees  how 
they  are  in  fact  unfolded  in  tliis  sinful  world,  let  him  say  if  no 
salutary  dread  takes  hold  of  his  thoughtless,  guilty  spirit.  He 
is,  he  must  be  afraid.  He  does  not,  he  can  not  think  of  that 
throne  of  a  sovereign  and  yet  offended  God,  and  not  fear  him ; 
he  can  not  see  that  rising  cloud  of  Avrath,  and  not  he&i*  thos^ 
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thunders  roll,  which  bo  fearfully  forebode  the  coming  tempest 
of  God's  indignation  upon  every  stupid  sinner,  and  not  tremble. 
Hark  1  how  it  murmurs  damnation  to  thy  soul  I 

BEMABKS. 

1.  According  to  the  views  given  of  the  doctrine  of  Election, 
ii  can  ie  opposed  only  hy  the  determiTied  sinner.  As  the  doc- 
trine which,  in  one  respect,  is  the  only  basis  of  hope  to  a  guilty, 
lost  world,  surely  none  can  oppose  it.  If  then  it  be  opposed 
at  all  on  the  ground  of  its  practical  tendencies,  it  must  be  on 
account  of  its  tendency  to  destroy  all  presumption  in  sin ;  as 
furnishing  no  more  encouragement  to  seek  salvation  than  what 
prompts  to  immediate  and  strenuous  effort  to  obtain  it;  as 
bringing  upon  the  conscience  of  the  sinner  the  full  power  and 
pressure  of  his  obligations,  and  unfolding  the  measure  of  his 
guilt  and  danger.  And  now  I  ask,  who  is  the  man  that  is  un- 
willing that  a  doctrine  should  actually  produce  these  effects  on 
himself?  Who  is  the  mau  that  wishes  to  go  on  in  sin,  with  the 
false  and  fatal  presumption  that  all  will  be  safe  in  the  end  ? 
Who  is  the  man  that  wishes  for  that  encouragement  in  respect 
to  the  salvation  of  his  soul,  that  supereedes  and  prevents  all 
present  solicitude  and  all  present  effort  ?  Wlio  is  tlie  man  that 
refuses  to  feel  his  obligations  to  his  God  and  Saviour,  and 
thoughtless  of  his  guilt  and  unrelenting  for  it,  chooses  to  walk 
quietly  and  unmolested  on  tlie  brink  of  damnation  ?  Tlie  de- 
tennined  sinner,  and  he  alone.  Well  may  he  oppose,  and  deny, 
and  pervert  the  doctrine  of  Election.  Otherwise,  it  would 
break  up  his  present  quiet  in  sin.  It  would  come .  in  like  the 
strong  man  armed,  upon  his  firm  pui-pose  of  rebellion  against 
God ;  it  would  bind  that  purpose,  and  spoil  and  demolish  all 
his  hopes  and  comforts,  and  scatter  them  to  the  winds.  And, 
My  Hearers,  it  is  not  worth  while  to  conceal  this  plain  matter 
of  fact,  to  palliate  and  excuse,  when  we  have  God's  message  to 
deliver  and  your  souls  to  save.  A  sinner  at  ease,  while  he 
thinks  of  God's  purpose  of  Election ;  while  he  thinks  of  his 
soul  forfeited  already  to  God's  justice,  and  through  his  own 
perverseness  at  the  disposal  of  God's  sovereignty ;  at  ease, 
while  he  thinks  that  he  may  be  passed  by  in  the  unchangeable 
counsels  of  electing  grace !  He  can  not  be.  Does  he  say,  this 
is  a  hard  doctrine,  he  can  not  bear  it.     Yes,  very  hard  to  the 
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determiued  sinner.  But  true,  and  very  useful  even  to  him  is 
the  doctrine  which  benevolence,  the  sincerest  kindness,  if  it 
can  gain  a  hearing,  would  preach  to  every  such  self-destroying 
soul.  Eternal  grace  and  mercy  first  preached  it.  And  shall 
we  not  repeat  it,  lest  the  sinner  should  be  disturbed ;  lest  he 
should  not  go  down  to  hell  without  annoyance  ?  Would  to 
God  that  the  doctrine  of  Election  might  have  its  proper  influ- 
ence on  each  sinner  in  this  assembly.  Then  would  he  fear  the 
justice  of  that  God  whom  he  so  boldly  defies,  and  yet  is  not 
without  hope  from  his  grace.  Then  would  he  for  once  look  to 
that  God  who  may  show  him  mercy ;  then  would  he  ask,  what 
must  I  do  to  be  saved;  then  would  he  have  no  rest  till  he 
found  it  in  the  everlasting  arms. 

2.  Sinners  who  oppose  the  doctrine  of  Election,  appose  their 
own  best  mterests.  They  oppose  those  very  truths  which,  in 
some  form,  must  come  home  to  their  conscience  and  their 
heart,  or  they  must  be  damned.  In  some  form  or  another  they 
must  see  the  mad  presumption  of  stupidity  in  sin ;  that  there 
is  a  fearful  uncertainty  tliat  they  will  ever  repent  and  secure 
their  salvation ;  that  they  are  under  a  weight  of  violated  obli- 
gation, and  a  measure  of  guilt  which  are  enough  to  sink  them 
to  the  lowest  abyss  of  ruin ;  and  have  a  perverseness  of  heart 
and  stubbornness  of  will  which  tells  only  of  inevitable  destruc- 
tion. I  say,  they  must  consent  to  see  and  feel  this.  God  will 
not  convert  a  sinner  who  denies  his  dependence  on  his  grace, 
nor  take  him  to  heaven  who  is  unprepared  to  thank  his  deliv- 
erer. Tliese  are  the  truths  embodied  and  held  forth  in  the  doc- 
trine of  Election  with  peculiar  clearness  and  force.  Fellow- 
Sinner,  I  wish  you  to  remember  this — ^believe  this  doctrine. 
Let  it  come  to  your  mind  as  it  is.  It  will  show  you  on  the  one 
hand  all  the  hope  there  is  for  you ;  and  on  the  other,  that  you 
are  in  the  hands  of  an  incensed  God,  who  may  indeed  save 
you,  and  yet  may  justly  destroy  you.  Tliis  is  what  we  wish 
you  to  see  and  to  feel,  and  we  can  not  in  kindness  to  you  but 
try  to  make  you  feel  it.  Look  then  at  this  doctrine,  and  you 
will  not  sleep  in  sin  another  moment.  You  can  no  more  face 
it  with  stupidity  and  unconcern,  than  you  can  look  into  the 
burning  lake  without  emotion.  If  then  you  would  be  saved, 
if  you  have  not  resolv^ed  to  perish,  I  charge  you  not  to  resist 
the  heart-searching,  conscience-troubling  doctrine  of  Election. 
You  are  fighting  against  your  highest,  your  eternal  interests — 
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taking  one  of  those  fearful  steps  toward  everlasting  perdition, 
which  in  the  case  of  thousands,  have  taken  hold  on  hell. 

3.  To  conclude,  the  condition  of  sinners  as  disclosed  by  the 
doctrine  of  Election  is  solemn  and  affecting.  So  the  great 
apostle  viewed  it.  Paul's  preface  to  this  doctrine  was,  "  I  say 
the  truth  in  Christ,  I  lie  not,  my  conscience  bearing  me  witness 
in  the  Holy  Ghost,  that  I  have  great  heaviness  and  continual 
sorrow  of  heart,  for  my  brethren,  my  kinsmen,  according  to 
the  flesh."  Life  is  rapidly  passing  away.  These  hours  in 
which  God  will  renew  and  sanctify  the  souls  of  sinful  men  will 
soon  be  gone.  Their  speedy  termination  will  bring  you,  con- 
tinuing as  you  are,  to  the  bar  of  God,  not  to  arraign  his  justice 
in  your  condemnation,  not  to  impeach  his  grace  by  casting  the 
guilt  of  your  impenitence  on  any  decree  of  his,  not  to  lighten 
your  tiual  doom  by  the  conviction  that  the  guilt  is  not  all  your 
own,  but  to  penetrate  your  inmost  soul  witli  the  conscious, 
agonizing  truth  that  you  are  self-destroyers.  You  will  come  to 
the  judgment  with  the  remorseful  conviction,  that  God,  with 
more  than  a  father's  love,  desired  and  sought  your  salvation ; 
that  it  was  his  unqualified  purpose  tliat  you  should  repent  and 
live,  rather  than  sin  and  die ;  that  you  freely  and  deliberately 
defeated  this  purpose  of  his  love.  You  will  remember  that 
when  he  revealed  his  purpose  to  save  some  by  his  grace  from 
going  down  to  ruin  by  their  own  choice ;  when  he  told  you 
that  he  did  all  that  he  wisely  could  to  save  you,  that  you  never 
devoted  one  week,  or  day,  or  even  hour  of  your  probation  to 
this  great  concern  ;  never  made  one  honest  effort  to  give  your 
heart  to  him  in  love ;  were  never  for  one  moment  willing  that 
the  Son  of  God  should  save  you,  but  met  and  requited  all  his 
love,  and  entreaties,  and  grace,  his  blood,  liis  agonies,  his 
deatli,  his  authority,  his  pity,  his  wrath;  met  them  all  with  firm, 
unyielding,  desperate  resistance.  Oh,  what  must  it  be  to  stand 
at  God's  judgment-seat  with  such  upbraidings  riving  the  con- 
science, and  thundering  in  the  soul  the  sentence  of  doom ! 

And  are  there  not  those  in  this  assembly  whom  such  an  ap- 
pearance at  the  final  bar  awaits?  My  soul  can  weep  in  secret 
places  for  you.  I  could  fall  at  your  feet  and  with  tears  entreat 
you.  For  whose  perdition  is  certain,  who  will  lie  down  in  the 
devouring  fire,  if  not  some  of  you  who  yet  remain  stupid  in 
your  sins  ?  Reflect,  ye  who  are  thus  wasting  your  probation, 
how  long  you  have  lived  in  sin,  what  means  of  grace  and  sal- 
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vation  you  have  perverted ;  reflect  how  you  have  persevered 
in  sin  amid  the  outpourings  of  God's  Spirit ;  how  you  have 
Btood  aside  from  all  the  peculiai*  influences  of  such  seasons, 
and  defeated  all  the  efforts  of  eternal  love  and  mercy  to  save 
you.  Think  too,  that  the  number  of  God's  elect  from  this  gen- 
eration may  be  well-nigh  completed,  and  that  the  influences 
of  the  Spirit  to  convert  and  save  may  here  be  given  no  more 
till  you  shall  have  gone  into  eternity.  And  now  say,  My  Dear 
Friends,  are  there  no  reasons  to  fear  that  you  will  never  see 
life  ?  Are  there  no  marks  of  that  reprobation  of  God  upon 
you,  which  abandons  sinners  to  strong  delusions,  that  they  may 
be  damned  i  There  may  at  least  be  one  such.  Fellow-Sinner, 
it  may  be  you.  I  fear  it,  and  with  trembling,  and  compassion, 
and  love  for  your  never-dying  soul,  I  call  on  you  to  sleep  no 
longer.  Take,  Oh  take  the  hope  which  God's  purpose  of  grace 
imparts,  for  he  may  yet  save ;  and  take  also  its  terrors  and  floe 
from  the  wrath  to  come,  and  lay  hold  on  eternal  life.  From 
Buch  an  attempt  there  is  hope.  Set  yourself  to  it  then,  as  a 
work  to  be  done  before  anotlier  sun  shall  lise ;  yea,  this  hour, 
this  moment.  Cheer  the  dark  hours  that  shall  intervene  before 
another  morning,  by  reconciliation  with  God  and  hope  in  liig 
mercy.  Oh,  the  blessed  hope  that  now  beams  upon  you  from 
the  counsels  of  eternal  grace ;  the  glad  assurance  that  even 
now  you  may  become  a  child  and  an  heir  of  God !  But  ven- 
ture on  in  the  way  of  determined  sin,  and  what  can  you  hope 
for  ?  In  that  path  stands  death,  with  which  you  have  made  no 
covenant ;  on  that  way  an  angry  God  pours  only  the  darkness, 
and  the  tempest,  and  the  fire  of  liis  indignation ;  ay,  at  the  next 
step  in  it,  a  reprobating  God  may  meet  you,  saying,  "  He  is 
joined  to  his  idols,  let  him  alone."  Let  him  alone,  ye  embassa- 
dors of  tlie  great  salvation ;  let  him  alone,  ye  angels  of  mercy ; 
thou  only  Saviour  of  the  lost,  let  him  alone ;  Spirit  of  all  grace, 
let  him  alone. 


V. 
PERSEVERANCE. 

*  B«lDg  eonfldent  of  this  verj  thing;  that  he  who  hath  h«gun  a  good  work  in  70a  will  perfbrm  it 

until  the  day  of  Jesus  Christ**— PAO.  L  d. 

Paul  wrote  this  Epistle  to  the  Philippians  when  lie  was  a  pris- 
oner at  Home.  He  tells  them  that  he  never  thought  of  them 
without  gratitude  to  God  for  their  fellowship  in  the  Gospel ; 
and  that  he  felt  such  lively  emotions  of  joy  in  their  behalf,  as 
greatly  to  solace  him  under  the  trials  of  imprisonment.  Nor 
did  the  joy  of  the  apostle  on  account  of  these  converts  to  the 
faith,  result  merely  from  the  fact  that  God  had  hegxm  a  good 
work  in  them, — a  good  work  which  after  all  there  was  much 
reason  to  fear  would  never  be  finished,  but  terminate  at  last 
in  sin  and  perdition.  It  was  alike  his  confidence  and  his  con- 
solation, that  he  who  had  hegun  this  good  work  would  perform 
it ;  would  carry  it  on  toward  perfection  till  it  should  be  com- 
pleted at  the  final  day,  being  confident  of  this  very  thing^  "  that 
he  which  hath  begun  a  good  work  in  you  will  perform  it  until 
the  day  of  Jesus  Christ." 

My  object  in  the  present  discourse,  is  to  show  that  the  same 
thing  is  true  of  every  real  Christian  ;  in  other  words,  to  estab- 
lish the  doctrine,  as  it  is  called,  of  the  Saints'  Perseverance. 

I.  I  propose  to  explain  this  doctrine. 

For  this  purpose  I  remark — 

1.  Tliat  by  the  doctrine  of  the  Saints'  Perseverance,  we  do 
not  mean  that  true  saints  never  fall  into  sin.  They  do.  "Tliere 
is  not  a  just  man  on  earth  that  doeth  good  and  sinneth  not." 
David  committed  adultery  and  murder.  Peter  denied  his  Sa- 
viour with  oaths  and  execrations.  Real  Christians  then  are 
sometimes  left  to  the  commiseion  of  the  grossest  crimes. 

2.  The  doctrine  is  not^  that  real  Christians,  if  they  fall  into 
sin,  will  be  saved  without  repentance.  I  say  this  because  al- 
most all  who  deny  it,  represent  us  as  holding,  that  all  real 
Christians  will  be  saved,  whether  they  persevere  in  holiness  to 
the  end  or  not.     We  wish  it  then  to  be  distinctly  understood 


446  PERSEVERANCE. 

that  we  hold  no  such  docti-ine.     No  doubt  if  anv  real  Christian 
falls  into  sin  and  dies  without  repentance,  he  will  be  damned. 

3.  Our  doctrine  is  not,  that  Christians  cannot  fall  into  sin 
and  finally  perish.  Tliey  can.  The  Christian  has  the  same 
power  to  sin,  considered  as  a  moral  agent,  which  he  always 
had,  and  left  of  God,  would  fall  away  and  perish.  The  ques- 
tion does  not  at  all  respect  what  Christians  can  do,  or  what 
they  have  power  to  do.  Tliey  have  power  to  commit  sin,  and 
to  go  on  in  sin  till  death  and  perdition  overtake  them.  But  the 
question  is,  whether  they  will  in  fact  die  in  sin  and  perish 
eternally.  We  maintain  the  negative  of  this  question.  1 
therefore  remark — 

4.  That  the  real  Christian  loiU  never  he  left  so  to  fall  away 
as  finally  to  perish.  We  maintain  that  God  will  so  keep  his 
own  children,  so  sanctify  them  through  the  truth,  so  invigorate 
their  faith  and  love,  so  revive  their  graces  when  they  languish 
and  decay,  so  reclaim  them  from  th^ir  backslidings,  so  perform 
the  good  work  begun  in  them,  that  they  will  at  last  be  found 
in  the  way  of  holiness  and  obtain  eternal  life. 

That  there  may  be  no  mistake  on  this  subject,  allow  that  one 
real  Christian  will  in  fact  so  persevere  in  holiness  as  to  be 
saved  ;  allow  that  there  is  no  absurdity  in  the  warnings  and 
cautions  against  apostasy  as  addressed  to  that  one ;  allow  the 
necessity  of  constant  watchfulness  and  vigorous  effort  on  his 
part ;  say  that  he  can  fall  away  ;  that  if  he  falls  into  sin  and 
dies  impenitent  he  will  perish ; — say  all  this  and  whatever  else 
you  please,  but  only  allow  that  one  Christian  will  so  persevere 
in  fact  as  to  reach  heaven,  and  I  add,  this  is  precisely  our  doe- 
trine,  with  this  only  difference,  that  what  you  affirm  of  one  we 
affirm  of  every  real  Christian. 

11.  I  shall  offer  some  direct  j>r(?^  of  the  doctrine. 

The  doctrine  of  the  Saints'  Perseverance  I  regard  as  taught 
by  revelation,  and  its  truth  or  falsehood  to  be  wholly  decided 
by  what  the  Bible  teaches. 

I  can  not  in  one  discourse  bring  together  but  a  small  part  of 
this  proof.  I  shall  aim  only  to  give  you  some  of  the  various 
forms  in  which  the  Scriptures  teach  the  doctrine,  citing  under 
each,  only  one  or  two  passages  from  many  which  are  equally 
conclusive. 

1.  The  promise  of  the  Father  to  the  Son  of  his  reward.  The 
promise  was,  that  tlie  Redeemer  should  see  a  seed  who  should 


THE   COVENANT   OF   GOD.  447 

prolong  their  days, — see  of  the  travail  of  his  soul  and  be  satis- 
fied. Christ  further  unfolds  the  import  of  this  promise  thus : 
"  All  that  the  Father  giveth  me  shall  come  to  me,  and  him 
that  Cometh  to  me  I  will  in  no  wise  cast  out."  "  And  this  is 
the  Father's  will,  that  of  all  which  he  hath  given  me,  I  should 
lose  nothing,  but  should  raise  it  up  at  the  last  day."  Now  if 
all  who  were  given  to  Christ  shall  come  to  him,  and  if  no  one 
of  these  shall  be  cast  out ;  if  nothing  shall  be  lost,  will  not 
every  such  person  persevere  in  holiness  and  be  saved  ? 

2.  From  the  intercession  of  Christ.  Having  prayed  that  they 
may  be  one  with  him  as  he  is  one  with  the  Father,  he  adds : 
"  Xeither  pray  I  for  these  alone,  but  for  them  also  who  shall 
believe  on  me  through  their  word,  that  they  all  may  be  one,  as 
thou.  Father,  art  in  me  and  I  in  thee,  that  they  may  be  one  in 
us."  Now  here  is  a  prayer  oflered  for  every  Christian  to  the 
end  of  time.  It  has  been  offered  by  the  Son  of  God,  him  "  whom 
the  Father  always  heareth." 

3.  From  the  covenant  which  God  hath  made  with  his  peo- 
ple. Tliis  covenant  is  virtually  the  whole  Gospel.  It  may  be 
contemplated  in  its  general  comprehensive  promise,  and  in  its 
particular  promises.  First — Its  comprehensive  promise.  This 
is  nothing  less  than  this :  "  I  will  be  their  God,  and  they  shall 
be  my  people."  Could  more  be  promised,  even  by  God  him- 
self? Will  the  blessing  of  sanctifying  and  saving  grace,  the 
richest,  best  gift  of  God  to  man,  be  wanting  ?  Will  even  the 
least  real  blessing  be  withheld  ?  Wo  are  at  no  loss  on  this 
point,  for  he  hath  told  us  that  he  "  will  give  gi^ace  and  glory^ 
and  withhold  no  good  thing  from  them  that  walk  uprightly." 
And  again,  "  All  things  are  yours."  Will  any  to  whom  God 
hath  made  such  promises  as  these,  perish  eternally  ? 

Secondly.  Let  us  contemplate  this  covenant  in  some  of  its 
particular  promises.  Here  a  wide  field  opens  before  us ;  I  can 
only  glance  at  some  of  them.  Here  consider  the  specific  de- 
velopment of  this  covenant.  "  Behold  the  days  come,  saith 
the  Lord,  that  I  will  make  a  new  covenant  with  the  house  of 
Israel ;  not  according  to  the  covenant  that  I  made  with  their 
fathers  in  the  day  I  took  them  by  the  hand  to  bring  them  out 
of  Egypt,  which  covenant  they  broke," — [this  covenant  was 
conditional^  and  they  broke  it,  and  the  new  one  now  made,  as 
the  apostle  says,  is  founded  in  better  promises,] — "  but  this 
shall  be  the  covenant  that  I  will  make  with  the  house  of  Israel ; 
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after  those  days,  saith  the  Lord,  I  will  put  my  law  in  their  in- 
ward parts,  and  write  it  in  their  hearts,  and  I  will  be  their  God, 
and  they  shall  be  my  people.  And  I  will  give  them  one  heart 
and  one  way,  that  they  may  fear  va^  forever ;  and  I  will  make 
an  everlasting  covenant  with  them,  that  I  will  not  turn  away 
from  them  to  do  them  good ;  but  I  will  put  ray  fear  within 
their  hearts,  that  they  shall  not  depart  from  me."  But  say 
our  opponents,  some  will  depart  frotn  him.  Which  will  stand, 
their  speculation  or  the  covenant  of  God  ?  But  let  us  contem- 
plate still  further  these  particular  promises  as  they  occur,  I  may 
almost  say,  on  every  page  of  the  Bible.  Consider  those  which  ' 
connect  salvation  with  holiness  once  begun  in  the  heart.  "  He 
that  believeth  on  the  Son,  Jiath  everlasting  life."  "Tliis  is  the 
will  of  him  that  sent  me,  that  every  one  that  seeth  the  Son 
and  believeth  on  him,  may  have  everlasting  life,  and  I  will 
raise  him  up  at  the  last  day."  "  Mary  hath  chosen  that  good 
part  which  shall  not  be  taken  away  from  her." 

Consider  those  which  secure  the  Christian's  growth  in  grace, 
"The  righteous  shall  hold  on  his  way,  and  he  that  hath  clean 
hands  shall  wax  stronger  and  stronger."  "  Every  branch  that 
beareth  fruit,  he  purgeth  it,  that  it  may  bring  forth  more  fruit." 
The  path  of  the  just  is  as  "  a  shining  light,  which  shineth  more 
and  more  unto  the  perfect  day." 

Consider  those  which  secure  him  against  the  fatal  power  of 
all  temptation.  '*  But  God  is  faithful,  who  will  not  suffer  you 
to  be  tempted  above  that  ye  are  able,  but  will  with  the  temp- 
tation make  a  way  of  escape  that  ye  may  be  able  to  bear  it." 

Those  which  secure  recovery  from  falls  into  sin.  "  Tlie  st^pa 
of  a  good  man  are  ordered  by  the  Lord ;  though  he  fall,  he 
shall  not  be  utterly  cast  down,  for  the  Lord  upholdeth  him  with 
his  hand,"  "  A  just  man  though  he  fall  seven  times,  yet  shall 
he  rise  again." 

Tliose  which  promise  no  further  remembrance  of  his  sins. 
Saith  the  Lord,  "  I  will  put  my  law  in  their  hearts,"  &c.,  "  and 
their  sins  and  iniquities  I  will  remember  no  more." 

Tliose  which  secure  deliverance  from  condemnation.  "  He 
that  believeth  on  Him  that  sent  me,  hath  everlasting  life,  and 
shall  not  come  into  condemnation^  but  is  passed  from  death  unto 
life."  "  There  is  now  no  condemnation  to  them  which  are  in 
Christ  Jesus." 

Those  which  secure  confirmation  in  holiness  to  the  end. 
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"  Who  shall  confirm  you  unto  the  end,  that  ye  may  be  blame- 
less in  the  day  of  the  Lord  Jesus."  "  The  Lord  is  faithful, 
who  shall  establish  you  and  keep  you  from  evil." 

Those  in  which  this  confidence  is  expressed  in  respect  to 
others.  "  Being  confident  of  tliis  very  thing,  that  he  which 
hath  begun  a  good  work  in  you  will  perform  it  until  the  day 
of  Jesus  Christ."  "  And  we  have  confidence  in  the  Lord 
touching  you,  that  ye  both  do  and  wiU  do  the  things  which  we 
command  you."  "  We  are  persuaded  better  things  of  you, 
and  things  which  accompany  salvation." 

Those  in  which  good  men  have  expressed  this  assurance 
themselves.  Saith  Asaph :  "  Thou  shalt  guide  me  with  thy 
counsel,  and  afterward  receive  me  to  glory."  "  I  know,"  saith 
Job,  "  that  my  Redeemer  liveth,"  &c.,  "  whom  I  shall  see  for 
myself."  Paul  says :  "  I  am  persuaded  that  he  is  able  to  keep 
that  which  I  have  committed  unto  him."  "  Henceforth  there 
is  laid  up  for  me  a  crown  of  glory." 

Those  wliich  assert  the  enduring  nature  of  real  religion. 
"The  fear  of  the  Lord  is  clean,  enduring  forever."  "Blessed 
is  the  man  that  feareth  the  Lord,  his  righteousness  endureth 
forever."  "  Surely,  he  shall  not  be  moved  forever ;  his  heart 
is  fixed,  trusting  in  the  Lord."  "His  righteousness  endureth 
forever." 

Those  wliich  exclude  all  disappointment.  "  When  tliou  hast 
found  her  [wisdom]  then  there  shall  be  a  reward,  and  thy  ex- 
pectation shall  not  be  cut  ofT."  "  For  whoso  findeth  me  [wis- 
dom] findeth  life,  and  shall  obtain  favor  of  the  Lord."  "  A 
hope  that  maketh  not  ashamed."  "Whosoever  drinketh  of  the 
water  that  I  shall  give  him,  shall  never  thirst ;  but  the  water 
that  I  shall  give  him  shall  be  in  him  a  well  of  water  springing 
up  into  everlasting  life." 

Those  which  assert  their  union  with  Christ  "They  are 
members  of  his  body,  of  his  flesh,  and  of  his  bones."  "  They 
are  one  with  him,  as  he  is  one  with  the  Father." 

Those  which  base  the  assurance  of  God's  perfections  on  his 

immtUabUity.    "  I,  the  Lord,  change  not,  therefore  ye  sons  of 

Jacob  are  not  consumed."     "Having  loved  his  own  which 

were  in  the  world,  he  loved  them  to  the  end."     On  Kis  faith- 

fvlnesa.    "  The  very  God  of  peace  sanctify  you  wholly ;  and  I 

pray  God  your  whole  spirit,  and  soul,  and  body  be  preserved 

blameless  unto  the  coming  of  our  Lord  Jesus  ChrisU"    "  Faith- 
29 
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ful  is  he  that  calleth  you,  who  also  will  do  it."  In  his  truth. 
"  God  willing  more  abundantly  to  show  unto  the  heirs  of  prom- 
ise the  immutability  of  his  counsel,  confirmed  it  by  an  oath, 
that  by  two  immutable  things  in  which  it  was  impossible  for 
God  to  lie,  we  might  have  strong  consolation,  who  have  fled 
for  refuge  to  the  hope  set  before  us,  which  hope  we  have  as  an 
anchor  to  the  soul."  On  his  power.  "  Who  are  kept  by  the 
power  of  God  through  faith  unto  salvation."  *'My  sheep 
hear  my  voice,  and  I  know  them  and  they  follow  me."  His 
omniscience  and  eternal  purpose.  "  Whom  he  did  foreknow 
he  also  did  predestinate  to  be  conformed  to  the  image  of 
his  Son."  I  add  but  one  passage  ii|ore,  the  bold  and  tri- 
umphant challenge  of  the  apostle,  in  which,  with  God  and 
Christ  engaged  in  behalf  of  believers,  he  bids  defiance  to  the 
universe  beside.  '^  What  shall  we  then  say  to  these  things  f 
K  God  be  for  us,  who  can  be  against  us  ?  He  that  spared  not 
his  own  Son,  but  delivered  him  up  for  us  all,  how  shall  he  not 
with  him  also  freely  give  us  all  things  ?  Who  shall  lay  any 
thing  to  the  charge  of  God's  elect  ?  It  is  God  that  justifieth. 
Who  is  he  that  condcmneth  ?  It  is  Christ  that  died ;  yea, 
rather  that  is  risen  again,  who  is  even  at  the  right  hand  of 
Gt)d,  who  also  maketh  intercession  for  us.  Who  shall  separate 
us  from  the  love  of  Christ  ?  Shall  tribulation,  or  distress,  or 
persecution,  or  famine,  or  nakedness,  or  peril,  or  sword? 
Nay,  in  all  these  things  we  are  more  than  conquerors,  through 
him  that  loved  us.  For  I  am  persuaded  that  neither  death,  nor 
life,  nor  angels,  nor  principalities,  nor  powers,  nor  things  pres- 
ent,  nor  things  to  come,  nor  height,  nor  depth,  nor  any  other 
creature  shall  be  able  to  separate  us  from  the  love  of  God  which 
is  in  Christ  Jesus  our  Lord."  Here  is  the  triumph  of  the 
saints,  triumph  in  God  their  Saviour.  A  universe  is  boldly 
challenged  and  defied.  iNT othiug,  nothing  shall  separate  from 
Christ  these  members  of  his  body,  of  his  fiesh,  and  of  his  bones. 
They  are  safe.    An  omnipotent  God  will  keep  them. 

III.  I  shall  briefly  consider  the  objections  to  our  doctrine. 
These,  so  far  as  they  demand  consideration,  may  be  reduced  to 
three  or  four. 

1.  It  is  said  that  the  Scriptures  record  instances  of  actual 
apostasy  from  real  religion.  I  reply,  no  such  instance  can  be 
found  in  the  record.  Let  us  examine  one  of  the  most  plausi- 
ble, the  case  of  Judas.    The  passage  relied  on  is  this :  ^^  Those 
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whom  thou  gavest  me  I  have  kept,  and  none  of  them  is  lost 
but  the  Bon  of  perdition."  This  passage,  to  a  mere  English 
reader,  seems  to  teach  that  Judas  was  given  to  Christ,  whereas, 
properly  translated,  it  implies  the  contrary.  The  true  reading 
is  this :  "  Those  whom  thou  gavest  me  I  have  kept,  and  none 
qf  them  is  lost ;  but  the  son  of  perdition  is  lost.''  But  allowing 
that  Judas  was  in  some  sense  said  to  be  given  to  Christ,  one 
thing  is  absolulely  certain,  viz.,  that  he  was  never  a  tmce  disci- 
jle.  "  Jesus  answered  them,  Have  I  not  chosen  you  twelve, 
and  one  of  you  is  a  devil  f  He  spake  of  Judas  Iscariot."  On 
another  occasion,  long  before  the  apostasy  of  Judas,  Christ 
said,  "  But  there  are  some  of  you  which  believe  not  For  Je- 
sus knew  from  tlie  beginning  who  they  were  that  believed  not, 
and  who  should  betray  him."  But,  Brethren,  for  an  unbeliever, 
a  devil,  to  betray  Christ,  is  not  falling  from  grace. 

But  I  have  not  time,  nor  is  it  necessary  to  examine  other 
particular  cases.  There  are  two  passages  of  Scripture  which 
remove  all  these  objections  at  a  stroke.  '•  We  are  not  of  them 
that  draw  back  unto  perdition,  but  of  them  which  believe  to 
the  saving  of  the  soul."  Now  here  are  two  classes,  compris- 
ing those  who  do  not  and  those  who  do  draw  back  to  perdition. 
Who  are  they  who  do  not  draw  back  ?  They  who  believe  to 
the  saving  of  the  soul.  Who  are  they  who  do  draw  back? 
John  tells  us.  "  They  went  out  from  us,  but  they  were  not  of 
us ;  for  if  they  had  been  of  us,  they  would,  no  doubt,  have 
continued  with  us.  But  they  went  out  from  us  that  they  might 
be  made  manifest  that  they  were  not  all  of  us."*  In  other 
words,  had  they  been  of  us,  i.  e.,  real  Christians,  they  would 
never  have  apostatized.  Now  this  settles  the  question  hence- 
forth and  forever  in  respect  to  all  apostates.  They  never  were 
real  Christians.  They  were  always  hollow  at  heart,  and  their 
open  apostasy  only  proves  it. 

2.  It  is  said  that  the  Scriptures  exhibit  the  salvation  qf  real 
Christians  as  conditional  /  for  example,  as  in  this  passage : 
"  We  are  made  partakers  with  Christ,  ^we  hold  the  beginning 
of  our  confidence  steadfast  unto  the  end."  It  is  claimed  that 
this  class  of  passages  prove  that  Christians  may  fall  away,  may 
not  endure  to  the  end,  may  possibly  be  lost.  Be  it  so ;  un- 
doubtedly they  may  ;  I  have  fully  and  expressly  said  this  in 

•  TraiusUte,  '*  that  they  aU  were  not  of  ui." 


452  PEBSEYERANct:. 

stating  the  doctrine.  These  passages  prove  that  they  may  fall 
away.  Bat  is  not  this  all?  Do  they  prove  that  they  wiU 
fall  awayt  This  is  the  point.  Is  proving  that  ChristianB 
mm/  fall  away  and  perish,  the  same  thing  as  proving  that 
they  wiUf  Then  indeed  we  are  in  an  awful  predicament. 
For  this  class  of  texts  proves  that  all  Christians  may  fall  away 
and  perish ;  and  if  this  is  proving  that  they  will^  then  will 
every  soul  be  lest. 

How  is  it  possible  that  any  rational  man  should  be  imposed 
on  by  such  reasoning  as  this  ?  All  Christians  can  fall  away 
and  perish,  or  they  may  fall  away  and  perish ;  therefore  all,  or 
at  least  some,  will  do  so  I  All  in  this  assembly  can  go  without 
food  and  die  by  starvation,  and  therefore  all,  or  at  least  some, 
will  in  fact  die  by  starvation  I  Or,  every  man  in  this  hoose  can 
and  may  commit  suicide  to-day,  and  therefore  every  one,  or  at 
least  some,  will  commit  suicide  to-day  1 

But  let  me  illustrate  in  this  particular  the  doctrine  of  the 
Saints'  Perseverance  by  an  example.  During  the  dangerous 
voyage  of  Paul  with  others  to  Rome,  an  angel  appeared  to 
him  from  God,  and  assured  him  that  not  one  of  the  company 
should  be  lost.  This  fact  then  was  certain,  was  revealed,  that 
no  one  on  board  should  perish.  But  afterward,  when  the  sail- 
ors, alarmed  for  their  safety,  were  about  to  leave  the  ship  in 
the  boat,  "  Paul  said  to  the  centurion  and  the  soldiers.  Except 
these  abide  in  the  ship  ye  can  not  be  saved."  Now  botli  were 
true.  It  was  true  that  no  life  would  be  lost,  for  an  angel  from 
God  had  said  it.  It  was  also  true,  that  if  the  sailors  left  the 
ship,  none  could  be  saved,  for  so  said  an  apostle.  And  yet  no 
life  was  lost.  So  we  maintain,  that  while  the  Bible  clearly 
asserts,  that  unless  Christians  remain  faithful  they  can  not  be 
saved,  it  no  less  abundantly  asserts  that  no  real  Christian  shall 
be  lost.  When  therefore,  you  find  texts  which  declare  that  real 
Christians  will  perish,  if  they  fall  away,  they  no  more  prove 
that  any  will  fall  away,  than  the  above  declaration  proved  that 
the  sailors  would  leave  the  ship. 

But  we  shall  be  asked  (and  the  objection  is  substantially  the 
same  as  that  we  are  considering),  if  none  will  in  fact  ever  apos- 
tatize from  real  religion,  why  so  many  warnings  and  caations 
in  the  Scriptures  against  apostasy  ?  I  answer,  becaiiae  real 
Christians  ca/n,  and  may,  and  doubtless  would  apoetatise  and 
perish,  if  they  were  not  solenmly  warned  againat  it.    And  now 
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I  ask  the  objector,  can  you  give  any  better  or  any  other  reasons 
for  these  warnings  ?  But  he  says,  they  prove  that  some  will  in 
fact  apostatize  and  draw  back  to  perdition.  But  I  ask,  how  so } 
What,  My  Brethren,  because  God,  with  all  the  solemnities 
of  judgment  and  eternal  retribution,  warns  his  cliildren  against 
apostasy,  does  this  prove  that  they  will  apostatize  i  Because 
he  takes  the  best  means  to  prevent  apostasy,  do  these  very 
means  insure  it  ?  Suppose  a  case.  Tour  neighbor  says  to  you, 
I  fully  believe  that  all,  or  at  least  some  of  your  children  will 
yet  prove  to  be  liars,  thieves,  and  robbers.  Why  so?  you  in- 
quire. Why,  says  he,  I  heard  you,  the  other  day,  giving  them  the 
most  solemn  warnings  against  these  crimes.  True,  you  reply, 
my  object  and  confident  expectation  is,  by  this  means,  to  pre- 
vent their  committing  these  crimes.  Oh,  no,  says  he,  such 
wise,  and  faithful,  and  solemn  warnings  are  infallible  proof 
that  some  of  your  children  will  become  liars,  thieves,  and  rob- 
bers, for  no  parent  ever  warned  his  children  against  these 
crimes  without  their  committing  them.  Would  you  not  think 
youp  neighbor  was  deranged  ?  Yet  this  is  the  reasoning  of  our 
opponents  from  the  warnings  which  God  addresses  to  his  chil- 
dren. They  infer  that  some  of  them  will  certainly  apostatize, 
because  God,  on  pain  of  eternal  death,  has  warned  them  against 
apostasy  I 

But  it  may  be  said  that  no  parent  warns  his  children  against 
crimes  which  it  is  impossible  that  they  should  commit.  True. 
Neither  does  God ;  for  as  I  stated  before,  it  \apomhle  that  his 
children  should  apostatize,  though  I  maintain  that  they  will 
not.  There  is  the  same  possibility  in  one  case  as  in  the  other ; 
and  therefore,  the  same  propriety  in  warnings  in  the  one  case 
as  in  the  other. 

But  you  sdy,  no  parent  would  think  it  necessary  to  warn  his 
children  against  crimes  which  he  knew  they  would  never  com- 
mit. But  does  not  God  do  this?  Or  do  Christians  in  fact 
commit  every  sin  against  which  God  has  warned  them  ?  Be- 
sides, suppose  you  knew  that  cautions  were  necessary  to  pre- 
vent, and  would  in  fact  prevent  the  crimes  of  your  children, 
what  would  you  do  ?  Now  precisely  in  this  light  are  the  warn- 
ings of  God  against  the  apostasy  of  his  children  to  be  viewed. 
They  are  necessary  to  prevent,  and  addressed  to  Christians  for 
the  purpose  of  preventing  it;  they  are  perfectly  fitted  and 
designed  to  secure  this  end.    And  shall  we  infer  that  the 
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meaDS  which  God  adopts  to  secure  a  given  end  will  defeat  it? 
Is  it  proof  that  Christians  will  apostatize  and  perish,  because 
God  bj  the  most  solemn  cautions  and  awful  warnings  has  un- 
dertaken to  prevent  it?  Surely  the  most  rational  inference  is, 
that  they  will  secure  the  end  designed,  and  thus  through  grace 
prove  the  means  of  their  continued  holiness  and  final  salvation. 
If  the  warnings  of  God  therefore  prove  any  thing,  it  is  that 
none  will  apostatize. 

3.  It  is  said  that  our  doctrine  leads  to  licentiousness,  tends 
to  relax  Christian  watchfulness,  lessens  the  power  of  motives  to 
holiness,  and  even  emboldens  Christians  to  sin  under  th^  im- 
pression that  they  shall  at  last  be  saved.  I  readily  admit  that 
if  the  Christian  had  no  love  of  holiness,  or  if  he  could  be  sup- 
posed to  possess  any  evidence  of  his  piety  with  the  love  of  sin 
in  his  heart,  or  if  our  doctrine  did  not  maintain  the  necessity 
of  a  faithful,  diligent  practice  in  all  holy  living,  then  it  would 
be  liable  to  the  present  objection.  But  it  is  not  so.  The  man 
who  does  not  love  holiness  above  all  things  else,  who  finds  the 
love  of  the  world  and  of  sin  reigning  in  his  heart,  and  who 
denies  the  necessity  of  faithfulness  and  diligence  in  all  duty, 
has  no  warrant  to  rank  himself  among  those  that  w:ill  be  saved. 
All  the  evidence  is  against  him.  He  has  no  reason  to  think 
that  he  is  or  ever  was  a  Christian,  or  that  the  promise  of  sal- 
vation ever  embraced  him.  Tlie  man,  and  the  only  man  who 
can  believe  or  hope  to  persevere  in  holiness  and  be  saved,  is 
the  man  who  is  holy,  who  loves  holiness  and  loves  heaven. 
And  the  question  is,  whether  such  a  man  will  be  led  into 
sin  by  believing  that  he  shall  persevere  in  holiness,  that  he 
shall  go  on  in  the  course  in  wliich  above  all  others  he  desires 
to  go,  and  obtain  the  end  which  above  all  others  he  longs  to 
obtain?  Now  we  can  bring  this  question  to  an  infallible  test. 
Suppose  then,  it  were  revealed  that  all  men  who  love  good  liv- 
ing and  desire  long  life,  shall  eat  when  they  are  hungry  and 
drink  when  they  are  thirsty,  and  that  they  will  continue  to  do 
BO,  and  that  by  so  doing,  and  in  no  other  way,  they  will  secure 
the  longest  and  happiest  life  possible ;  would  the  belief  or  the 
knowledge  that  you  should  continue  in  this  course  and  thus 
secure  a  long  and  happy  life,  have  any  tendency  to  induce  you 
to  forego  the  pleasures  of  a  single  meal?  Would  it  have  any 
such  eflFect,  when  by  so  doing  you  would  only  prove  to  your- 
self that  you  did  not  after  all  belong  to  the  class  to  whom  the 
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promise  was  made,  and  were  in  fact  entering  on  a  course  that 
with  fearful  probability  would  end  in  starvation  and  death  ? 
Kow  this  is  a  case  exactly  parallel  with  the  one  before  us. 
The  question  is  not  whether  our  doctrine  tends  to  lead  hypo- 
crites into  sin,  and  thus  to  unmask  their  hypocrisy.  It  doubt- 
less has  this  tendency,  and  so  much  the  better.  But  the  ques- 
tion is,  does  the  doctrine  tend  to  lead  the  real  Christian  into 
sin?  The  Christian  hungers  and  thirsts  after  righteousness, 
and  the  promise  is  that  he  shall  be  filled ;  and  has  this  promise 
any  tendency  to  destroy  his  appetite  and  to  lead  him  to  love 
sin  I  Do  men  cease  to  love  food  and  drink,  because  they  be- 
lieve that  they  shall  always  love  food  and  drink,  and  actually 
eat  and  drink  to  the  end  of  life  ?  Is  the  man  who  loves  holi- 
ness and  delights  in  the  service  of  God,  likely  to  neglect  it  be- 
cause he  believes  he  shall  continue  to  be  holy,  and  thus  obtain 
eternal  life  ?  Appeal  to  facts.  Can  you  find  a  man  who  has 
truly  loved  the  service  of  God,  and  forsaken  it  because  he  be- 
lieved he  should  love  and  serve  him  forever?  Ask  the  thou- 
sands and  millions  who  have  believed  our  doctrine,  whether 
die  heart  that  loves  God  resorts  to  it  as  a  license  to  sin  against 
him?  Have  not  those  who  have  believed  this  doctrine,  been 
among  the  holiest  men  the  world  has  ever  seen  ?  Ask  them 
whether  they  felt  their  zeal  abate,  or  their  labor  in  his  cause 
languish,  because  they  believed  that  heaven  would  in  this  way 
become  their  certain  inheiitance  ?  Ask  the  noble  army  of 
martyra,  and  all  the  saints  who  have  met  death  in  triumph, 
whether  they  were  less  desirous  to  glorify  God  and  enjoy  his 
presence  because  they  regarded  heaven  as  near  and  certain. 
Ask  Job,  who  knew  that  his  Kedeemer  lived ;  ask  Asaph,  who 
knew  he  should  be  received  to  glory ;  ask  Peter,  when  assured 
by  his  Saviour  that  his  faith  shoidd  not  fail ;  ask  Paul,  when 
he  looked  upon  his  crown  in  the  heavens  as  a  sure  possession. 
Ask  these  men  whether  this  assurance  cooled  their  love  to 
Christ  and  put  them  in  love  with  sin  ?  Ask  angels ;  ask  the 
multitude  before  the  throne  who  have  washed  their  robes  in 
the  blood  of  the  Lamb,  whether  their  safe  entrance  into  ever- 
lasting glory,  awakens  the  love  of  sin,  and  tempts  them  to  rebel 
against  the  God  whom  they  worship  ?  Ah  I  here  are  facts,  and 
facts  are  not  to  be  reasoned  against  Surely,  he  who  loves  his 
God  and  Saviour  will  not  be  induced  to  sin  against  him  by 
the  promise  of  everlasting  life. 
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1.  Our  subject  will  enable  us  to  compare  the  practical  bear^ 
Jig  of  believing  and  denying  the  doctrine  of  the  Saints'  Perse- 
verance. What  then  is  the  practical  influence  of  denying  it? 
One  thing  is  plain ;  the  Christian  deprives  himself  wholly  of 
any  j^^ci^iar  influence  from  the  promises  to  animate  and  en- 
courage to  holy  obedience.  He  has  on  this  scheme  no  promise 
of  preserving  grace,  no  promise  of  God  to  secure  his  persever- 
ance. His  salvation,  of  course,  is  just  as  truly  a  matter  of 
doubt  and  uncertainty  as  when  he  was  yet  in  his  sins.  Ther^ 
he  might  be  saved,  and  so  he  inay  be  now ;  and  this  is  all  that 
can  be  said.  All  the  promises  of  God  to  the  Christian  it  is 
claimed  are  conditional^  as  truly  so  as  to  the  sinner.  The  re- 
sults therefore,  are  as  uncertain  (unless  he  dies  before  he  can 
fall  from  grace),  as  were  he  still  under  condemnation.  And 
can  this  be  ?  Does  the  Gospel  open  no  prospects,  and  give  no 
consolations  to  God's  children,  but  what  it  also  gives  his  ene- 
mies ?  Do  you  say,  there  is  a  hope,  a  probability  that  God  will 
carry  on  the  work  of  his  grace  when  once  begun  ?  But  I  de- 
mand your  warrant  for  these.  According  to  your  scheme  you 
have  no  divine  declaration,  no  promise  of  God ;  no,  not  a  word 
in  all  the  Bible  to  authorize  such  a  hope.  Every  promise  of 
God  you  say  is  conditional.  The  sum  total  of  all  that  God 
says,  is,  if  he  endures  to  the  end  he  shall  be  saved,  and  if  he 
draws  back  he  shall  be  lost ;  and  this  decides  nothing  in  respect 
to  which  he  will  do.  On  what  then,  I  ask,  does  your  hope  of 
the  Christian's  perseverance  depend  ?  Simply  and  wholly  on 
his  own  faithfulness.  And  what  is  such  a  hope  ?  Contem- 
plate such  a  Christian.  With  grace  in  his  heart  as  a  grain  of 
mustard-seed,  that  heart  frail  and  wandering  in  its  aifections, 
fluctuating  and  fitful  in  its  best  resolutions,  surrounded  by  a 
tempting  world,  ever  prone  to  relapse  into  sin,  often  quenching 
the  Holy  Spirit  and  provoking  God  to  abandon  him ;  called  to 
wrestle  against  principalities,  against  powers,  against  the  rulers 
of  the  darkness  of  this  world,  against  spiritual  wickedness  in 
high  places  (his  own  strength  weakness),  and  not  a  particle  of 
grace  promised  from  God  to  secure  that  faithfulness  on  which 
all  depends ; — what  hope  of  victory  has  he  ?  Who  would  not 
say,  there  is  every  thing  to  discourage  and  depress,  to  damp  the 
ardor  of  hope  and  to  sink  to  the  weakness  of  despair  1    AU 
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you  say,  depends  on  his  own  faithfulness,  and  his  faithfubiess 
depends  on  what  ?  Not  on  any  promise  of  grace,  for  there  is 
not  a  word  from  God  to  secure  it ;  but  on  his  own  heart — a 
heart  which  like  that  of  Christian  Judas,  as  some  esteem  him, 
can  and  may,  and  for  aught  that  appears,  wiU  betray  the  Son 
of  God  with  a  kiss,  and  sell  him  for  thirty  pieces  of  silver  I  On 
such  faithfulness,  with  no  better  security,  depends  the  Chris- 
tian's hope  of  heaven  1  Who  that  knows  his  own  heart  would 
not  expect  to  prove  a  traitor  and  to  go  to  his  own  place  ? 

Contemplate  now  for  a  moment  the  Christian  who  believes 
our  doctrine.  J3iV/w^he  can  not,  (for^  not  trust.  With  the  con- 
scious fickleness  of  his  own  heart,  his  best  resolutions  so  often 
broken,  his  liveliest  emotions  so  soon  abated,  his  proneness  to 
sin  so  constant,  his  return  to  God  so  difficult,  his  own  faithful- 
ness such  a  broken  reed,  so  much  to  be  done,  with  such  a  body 
of  death  to  discourage,  and  overwhelm,  how  soon,  without  the 
promised  grace  of  God  to  keep  him,  would  he  abandon  all  in 
despair  1  But  with  the  promise  of  a  faithful  God  sounding  in 
his  ears,  "  My  grace  is  sufficient  for  thee,"  his  lieart  revives, 
and  he  is  filled  with  the  inspiration  of  hope.  He  listens,  and 
again  he  hears,  '^  My  strength  shall  be  perfected  in  thy  weak- 
ness ;"  "  none  shall  pluck  thee  out  of  my  hand  ;"  and  he  rises 
as  in  the  consciousness  of  the  promised  strength,  and  enters  the 
career  of  obedience  as  with  its  reward  insured  and  in  sight. 
The  otherwise  insurmountable  obstacle  of  unconquered  corrup- 
tion no  longer  appalls.  This  mighty  barrier  at  the  very  en- 
trance opens  before  him,  the  rough  places  are  made  smooth, 
every  mountain  is  brought  low,  every  valley  is  filled,  and  by 
the  promises  is  un vailed  the  salvation  of  God.  Guilt  is  made 
to  hope,  and  weakness  itself  looks  up  with  confidence,  and  the 
path  of  obedience  up  to  the  paradise  of  God,  is  cheered  and 
brightened  with  the  assurance  that  what  God  hath  said,  God 
will  do. 

2.  By  the  practical  use  we  make  of  tliis  doctrine,  we  may 
be  helped  to  determine  whether  we  are  Christians  indeed.  The 
doctrine  unperverted,  in  its  true  tendency,  animates  the  real 
Christian  in  the  path  of  obedience.  One  who  believes  it,  rea- 
sons and  acts  thus :  "  With  all  my  imperfections,  defects,  and 
unworthiness  I  bear  the  marks  of  a  child  of  God.  I  love  holi- 
ness, I  hate  sin.    My  meat  and  drink  is  to  do  the  will  of  my 

Father  in  heaven.    I  desire  nothing  so  much  as  to  be  like  my 
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Saviour,  and  to  be  freed  from  all  sin.  Kemaining  sin  is  my 
burden,  ray  grief,  my  abhorrence.  Who  shall  deliver  me  from 
,  the  body  of  this  death  ?  I  thank  God,  through  Jesos  Christ 
our  Lord.  Amid  all  my  corruption,  and  inconstancy,  and 
weakness,  and  vain  resolutions,  I  do  not,  will  not  sink  in  dis- 
couragement, for  in  the  Lord  have  I  strength.  His  grace  shall 
be  suflBicient  for  me ;  his  strength  shall  be  perfected  in  my 
weakness.  Here  I  take  courage ;  my  desires  to  be  like  Qod 
will  be  realized.  Weak  in  myself,  but  strong  in  the  Lord  and 
in  the  power  of  his  might,  I  press  toward  the  mark  for  the 
prize  of  my  high  calling  in  Christ  Jesus  my  Loi-d.  I  shall 
awake  in  his  likeness  ;  then  and  not  till  then  shall  I  be  satia- 
fied."    This  man  is  a  Christian. 

Another  wlio  believes  this  doctrine,  turns  it,  by  a  gross  and 
horrid  perversion,  to  a  very  diflferent  purpose.  "  Once  a  Chriii- 
tian,"  he  says,  "  always  a  Christian,  Having  once  the  marks 
of  a  Christian,  no  matter  whether  I  possess  these  evidences 
now  or  not ;  no  matter  whether  I  desire  holiness  and  hate  sin, 
it  is  enough  for  me  that  I  was  once  a  Christian."  Once  a  Chris- 
tian !  Never,  never  was  this  man  a  Christian.  Whatever  .may 
have  been  his  experience,  whatever  may  have  been  his  hopes, 
his  joys,  whatever  proof  he  may  thmk  himself  to  have  had,  he 
is  a  hypocrite.  He  loves  the  world,  he  loves  sin ;  it  is  not  in 
his  heart  to  love  God  and  glorify  his  Saviour.  In  the  language 
of  the  apostle,  he  goes  out  from  us  because  he  is  not  of  us,  that 
it  may  be  made  manifest  that  he  is  not  of  us.  He  remains  to 
this  moment  in  the  gall  of  bitterness  and  in  the  bonds  of  in- 
iquity. And  does  the  doctrine  that  they  who  love  holiness  miU 
persevere  in  holiness^  warrant  the  conclusion  that  he  who  loves 
sin  is  a  Christian  ?  Does  the  doctrine  which  supports,  and 
comforts,  and  animates  a  heart  full  of  divine  love,  administer 
equal  consolation  to  the  heart  of  an  enemy  ?  Brethren,  what- 
ever such  a  man  may  liope  or  think,  he  never  was  a  Christian. 
He  is  a  hypocrite,  and  his  hope  shall  be  as  the  spider's  web  when 
God  taketh  away  the  soul. 

3.  The  Christian  may  see  to  whom  all  praise  is  due.  ^  Not  to 
himself,  not  to  his  own  faithfulness.  Faithful  indeed  he  must 
be ;  faithful  indeed  he  will  be.  But  in  view  of  his  faithful- 
ness itself,  as  well  as  all  its  results — ^in  view  of  all  that  he  is  as 
a  Christian,  his  language  must  be,  "  By  the  grace  of  God  I  am 
what  I  am."    God  begins  the  work,  and  God  carries  it  oawanL 
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Kot  indeed  against  the  will  of  man,  but  bj  making  him  will- 
ing. Not  without  our  co-operation  we  will  and  do ;  but  God 
works  in  us  to  will  and  to  do.  We  repent,  we  love,  we  give 
the  heart  to  God,  we  return  from  our  backslidings,  we  press 
toward  the  mark,  we  perfect  holiness  in  the  fear  of  God^  but 
witholiit  God  we  never  should  ;  and  when  he  begins  this  good 
work,  he  performs  it  until  the  day  of  Jesus  Christ  If,  Dear 
Brethren,  you  belong  to  the  number  of  those  who  love  God,  he 
will  not  leave  you,  either  to  a  tempting  world,  nor  to  the  devil, 
nor  to  yourselves.  He  will  cause  all  things,  the  assaults  of 
Satan,  tiie  temptations  that  beset  you,  your  very  sins,  to  work 
together  for  your  good.  No  part  of  your  salvation  will  be  neg- 
lected. In  his  own  Almighty  arms  he  will  carry  you  through 
the  opposing  hosts  of  earth  and  hell ;  he  will  give  you  the  vic- 
tory and  the  crown  of  everlasting  life.  Give  yourself  there- 
fore to  him  in  holy  love,  in  unfaltering  trust,  and  wipe  away 
every  tear.  As  God  is  true,  eternal  life  is  yours.  Jesus  will 
not  forget  the  souls  cleansed  in  his  own  blood.  Not  one  of 
them  shall  be  lost.  In  a  little  time  conflicts,  trials,  temptation, 
sorrow,  and  sin  will  be  over  and  past.  On  Mount  Zion,  in  the 
light  and  amid  the  glories  of  eternity,  you  shall  retrace  the 
care,  the  love,  the  grace  that  brought  you  to  its  joys.  And 
then.  Brethren,  we  shall  not  give  credit  to  our  own  faithfulness, 
and  to  our  own  resolutions.  But  whatever  may  be  our  specu- 
lations here,  there,  without  a  feeling  or  a  note  of  discord,  shall 
we  say  together,  "  Not  unto  us,  but  unto  thy  name  be  all  the 
glory."  ''Blessing,  and  honor,  and  glory,  and  power,  unto 
Him  that  loved  us,  and  washed  us  from  our  sins  in  his  own 
blood." 

Finally.  In  view  of  this  subject  I  would  invite  those  who  are 
yet  in  their  sins,  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  Gospel.  1 
bring  to  you.  My  Dear  Friends,  this  invitation,  not  without,  but 
with  the  promise  of  salvation.  My  commission  is  not  to  say  to 
you.  Repent  and  beHeve  the  Gospel,  and  you  may  he^  or  per- 
haps you  will  be  saved ;  but  believe  the  Gospel  and  you  shall 
be  saved.  I  do  not  indeed  say  that  you  will  be  saved  if  you 
repent  and  then  draw  back  to  perdition  ;  God  forbid.  But  I 
say,  he  that  believeth  on  the  Son,  hath  passed  from  death  unto 
life,  and  shall  not  come  into  condemnation.  I  do  not  say  that 
you  ca/n  not  repent  and  believe,  and  then  draw  back  to  perdi-* 
tion ;  I  do  not  say  that  watchfulness,  and  care,  and  diligence, 
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and  effort  will  not  be  necessary  to  secure  final  salvation.  Bat 
I  do  say,  Begin  this  work  to-day,  and  by  the  grace  of  God  it 
will  be  completed  in  eternal  glory.  Begin  this  work  to-day, 
now,  and  the  promise  of  God's  all-sufficient  grace  is  yours. 
Begin  this  work  to-day,  and  you  shall  be  kept  by  the  power  of 
God  through  faith  unto  salvation.  This  is  no  enterprise  de- 
pending, in  its  results  of  eternal  life  and  death,  upon  chance  ; 
but  on  the  unchangeable  promise  of  the  unchangeable  God. 
It  is  not  an  affair  of  accident  or  hap-hazard,  is  not  a  heaven 
which  may  or  may  not  be  yours,  but  heaven  made  sure  by  the 
attributes  and  pledged  by  the  oath  of  God.  Fear  not,  then. 
Believe  on  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  to-day,  and  heaven  shaU  he 
your  eternal  home,  and  God  thy  God  forever  and  ever.  . 


TI. 
,  WHAT  IS  TRUTH? 

**  Pilate  Mith  onto  him,  What  ia  truth  r—/oAn  zrtiL  88. 

Thib  Boman  governor  seems  to  have  been  fully  initiated  into 
the  skepticism  of  those  philosophers  who  admitted  but  one 
truth,  viz.,  that  nothing  could  be  determined  to  be  true.  After 
hearing  our  Lord  declare  himself  to  have  come  into  the  world 
to  bear  witness  to  the  truth,  and  that  every  one  that  is  of  the 
truth  heard  his  voice,  he  contemptuously  threw  out  the  ques- 
tion. What  is  truth  t  and  disdaining  to  wait  for  an  answer, 
"  went  out  again  to  the  Jews." 

I  need  not  say,  that  modem  skepticism  is  of  the  same  sort. 
The  licentious  depravity  of  the  human  heart  is  in  nothing  more 
apparent,  than  in  its  propensity  to  bring  all  practical  truth  into 
doubt  and  uncertainty.  This,  at  a  stroke,  breaks  the  bonds  of 
moral  obligation.  Rebellion  against  the  Most  High,  in  its 
own  imaginings,  is  thus  emancipated  from  his  dominion,  and 
brought  into  the  joyous  liberty  of  doing  as  it  listeth ;  as  if 
truth  were  destroyed  by  being  doubted, — as  if  the  pillai-s  of 
Qod'fi  throne  were  not  strong  enough  to  stand  against  the  doubts 
of  disloyalty. 

From  the  general  form  of  the  question  in  the  text,  and  from 
the  declaration  of  Christ  which  occasioned  it,  that  he  came  into 
the  world  to  bear  witness  to  the  truth,  we  are  led  to  give  to  the 
inquiry  both  a  general  and  a  particular  answer. 

What  then  is  truth  ?     I  answer  generally — 

I.  Truth  is  the  REALnr  of  things. 

Truth  in  this  sense  may  be  distinguished  from  the  proposi- 
tions which  declare  it.  It  is  asserted,  for  example,  that  the 
sun  shines.  This  proposition,  in  common  language,  may  be 
said  to  be  truth;  meaning  that  its  language  accords  with  the 
fact,  the  reality.  But  then,  thougli  this  accordance  of  words 
with  things  is  necessary  to  the  truth  of  a  proposition,  yet  the 
truth,  in  the  sense  now  referred  to,  does  in  no  respect  depend 
on  the  assertion.  The  truth,  the  reality  of  things,  exists,  whether 
it  be  asserted  or  not. 
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Truth  also  may  be  distinguished  from  the  knowledge  and 
the  belief  of  it.  Contrary  to  a  favorite  conceit  of  all  skepti- 
cism, truth  exists  in  absolute  independence  of  all  knowledge 
and  all  belief.  No  doubting,  no  ignorance,  no  sincerity  of  un- 
belief can  alter  it.  We  know  that  two  and  two  are  tour,  and 
80  it  would  be  whether  we  knew  it  or  not.  We  believe  that 
the  earth  revolves  around  the  sun,  and  so  it  is,  believe  it  or  dis- 
believe it,  as  we  may.  Things  are  what  they  are,  indepen- 
dently of  all  assertion,  of  all  evidence,  of  all  knowledge,  of  all 
belief,  and  of  all  unbelief.  Whether  it  be  known  or  not,  aa* 
serted  or  not,  believed  or  not,  there  is  a  reality  of  things. 

This  reality  of  things  comprises  the  nature,  tfie  relations,  and 
the  fitness  of  things.  It  comprises  the  nature  of  things.  Every 
thing  has  a  nature,  or  properties  peculiar  to  itself — a  nature 
which  is  essential  to  its  existence;  Matter  has  a  nature  by 
which  it  is  distinguished  from  spirit.  Animals  have  a  nature 
by  which  they  are  distinguished  from  men ;  men  and  angels, 
angels  and  God,  God  and  all  creatures,  have  a  nature  by  which 
they  also  are  distinguished.  This  nature  of  things  is  a  part  of 
the  reality  of  things. 

The  reality  of  things  includes  also  their  relations.  These 
are  founded  in  the  nature  of  things.  From  the  nature  of  Qod 
and  the  nature  of  man,  result  certain  relations  between  Qod 
and  man.  From  the  nature  of  men  and  the  nature  of  their 
condition,  result  their  various  relations  to  one  another.  It  is 
perfectly  obvious  that  so  long  as  things  are  what  they  are,  their 
relations  must  be  what  they  are ;  for  these  relations  result  from 
the  nature  of  things,  and  are  determined  by  it,  and  are  there- 
fore as  unchangeable  as  the  nature  of  things  from  which  they 
result.  No  opinions  of  our  own,  no  exercise  of  the  authority 
or  power  of  God  can  alter  them,  while  the  nature  of  things  is 
unaltered.  They  are  a  part  of  the  reality  of  things  ;  nor  is  any 
change  conceivable,  unless  we  can  conceive  things  to  be  what 
they  are,  and  not  to  be  what  they  are,  at  the  same  time. 

Once  more :  Truth,  or  the  reality  of  things,  comprises  the 
fitness  of  things,  or  their  adaptation  to  certain  ends  or  results. 
This  fitness  of  things  may  be  contemplated  as  it  results  from 
their  nature,  considered  as  actual  existences;  and  also  as  the 
ground  or  reason  of  the  divine  choice  or  will  which  gave  them 
existence.  In  one  sense,  whatever  God  has  created  is  what  it 
is,  because  God  willed  that  it  should  be  what  it  is.    Tim  may 
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be  assigned  as  the  reason  why  men  are  what  they  are,  angels 
what  they  are ;  in  a  word,  why  the  universe  is  what  it  is.  As 
actual  existences,  all  things,  with  their  properties,  relations, 
and  fitnesses,  are  what  God  willed  them  to  be,  and  because  he 
willed  them  to  be  what  they  are.  But  it  is  not  irreverent  to 
ask,  why  did  God  create  things  as  they  are  ?  The  true  answer 
honors  God :  because  by  being  what  they  are,  they  are  best 
fitted  to  answer  the  best  ends.  If  the  Most  High  made  things 
as  they  are  for  this  reason  (and  to  suppose  any  other  is  to  dis- 
honor him),  then  there  was  a  fitness  of  things  by  which,  as  a 
Being  infinitely  wise  and  good,  he  could  not  fail  to  be  influ- 
enced. Thus  it  was  right  that  the  Creator  should  secure  the 
greatest  good  possible  to  him  to  secure ;  and  there  was  some 
one  way  in  which  this  might  be  done.  It  was  so  not  because 
he  willed  it  to  be  so.  God  could  not  have  prevented  it,  or 
caused  it  to  be  otherwise.  To  say  that  there  was  a  way  in 
which  he  could  secure  greater  good  than  he  could  secure,  is  an 
absurdity ;  and  to  say  that  there  might  be  many  ways  in  which 
he  could  secure  the  same  degree  of  good,  is  to  say  that  God 
has  chosen  the  way  which  he  has  chosen  without  a  reason  for 
his  choice.  There  was  therefore  a  fitness  of  things  which  was 
as  independent  of  his  will,  as  his  own  existence  and  attributes. 
This  fitness  of  things  is  a  reality  which  no  act  of  the  will  of 
God,  no  exercise  of  his  power,  no  mandate  of  his  sovereignty 
could  alter.  It  is  that  which  makes  right  what  it  is  and  wrong 
what  it  is,  beyond  all  change.  This  fitness  of  things,  instead 
of  being  determined  by  the  will  of  God,  determines  his  will, 
and  is  the  ground  or  reason  why  God  has  done  what  he  has 
done,  and  will  do  what  he  will  do  throughout  eternity.  To  ask 
why  it  is,  or  whence  it  is,  is  like  asking  why  or  whence  is  infi- 
nite space  or  interminable  duration,  or  why  or  whence  is  there 
a  self-existent  God. 

Nor  is  it  dishonoring  God  to  say  this.  To  place  God  above 
this  fitness  of  things,  is  to  place  him  above  the  eternal  rule  of 
right ;  to  suppose  him  to  act  without  a  reason  for  what  he  does, 
and  therefore  not  to  exalt  but  to  degrade  his  character.  It  is 
the  glory  of  God,  not  merely  that  ho  does  as  he  pleases,  but 
that  he  pleases  to  do  that  which  is  fit  and  proper  to  be  done. 
This  fitness  of  things  then  is  independently  and  eternally  the 
same ;  and  is  a  part  of  that  reality  of  things  by  which  the  acts 
and  doings  of  God  are  determined,  and  which  we  call  truth 
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But  the  question  in  the  text,  as  I  have  remarked,  has  a  fur- 
ther application  to  that  system  of  truth,  to  which  our  Lord 
came  into  the  world  to  bear  witness.  What  then  is  truth  in 
this  application  of  the  term  ?    I  answer — 

H.  It  is  that  reality  of  things  which  the  Gospd  reveals. 

In  other  words,  the  great  system  of  doctrines,  of  laws,  of  pre- 
cepts, of  promises,  of  threatenings,  to  which  Christ  has  testified, 
is  a  simple  declaration  of  things  as  they  are.  These  things  are 
what  they  are  asserted  to  be,  not  because  Christ  declared  them 
to  be  so,  nor  because  his  testimony  is  supported  by  signs  and 
wonders  wrought  by  tlie  finger  of  God.  They  are  realities  just 
as  they  are  declared  to  be,  independently  of  all  testimony. 
They  are  a  part  of  the  reality  of  things,  as  this  comprises  the 
nature,  the  relations,  and  the  fitness  of  things. 

This  may  be  illustrated  in  several  particulars. 

1.  The  Lord  Jesus  Christ  hath  borne  witness  to  the  character 
of  God.  He  has  told  us  what  God  is,  what  he  is  in  himself, 
and  the  relations  which  he  sustains  to  us.  His  testimony  is 
true,  because  in  his  representations  he  deviates  not  in  the  least 
from  the  reality.  Had  nothing  been  declared  concerning  him, 
the  self-existent  God  had  been,  and  been  what  he  is.  Admit 
the  begun  existence  of  an  atom,  and  you  admit  the  existence 
of  Him  who  inhabiteth  eternity.  Admit  a  creation,  and  you 
admit  a  self-efficient  Being.  As  an  eternal,  self-existent,  inde- 
pendent Being,  he  must  be  an  unchangeable  and  an  infinite 
Being.  A&  an  infinite  Being,  ho  must  be  an  all-perfect  Being. 
He  must  be  as  wise,  as  powerful,  as  good,  as  true,  as  just,  as 
holy  as  this  book  declares  him  to  be.  Being  what  he  is  in  the 
infinitude  of  his  nature  and  perfection  of  his  attributes,  ho 
must  sustain  to  his  creatures  the  same  relations  which  this  book 
reveals.  For  example,  the  relations  which  he  sustains  to  crea- 
tures as  their  Creator,  can  not  but  be  what  they  are,  for  he  can 
not  cease  to  be  their  Creator.  So  of  every  other  relation,  it 
can  not  but  be  what  it  is,  himself  being  what  he  is.  What  God 
ever  has  been,  God  will  ever  be  ;  and  we  may  as  well  think  of 
causing  an  infringement  on  his  Godhead  in  that  eternity  which 
is  past,  as  in  that  which  is  to  come.  The  being,  the  perfec- 
tions, the  relations  of  God  do  not  depend  on  the  testimony  of 
revelation.  There  is  such  a  God,  and  the  testimony  of  this 
book  concerning  him  is  true,  because  the  God  whom  it  reveals 
is  a  reality. 
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2.  The  Bible  also  reveals  the  providential  government  of 
God.  It  teaches  that  God  governs  the  world ;  that  his  govern- 
ment includes  all  things,  even  tlie  minutest,  in  its  plan ;  that  it 
is  formed,  arranged,  and  managed  according  to  his  eternal  pur- 
pose, and  carried  onward  to  its  results  with  all  the  securities  of 
omnipotence.  Whatever  God  has  purposed  shall  take  place, 
will  take  place.  Whatever  do6s  or  shall  take  place,  will,  all 
things  considered,  be  better  than  its  prevention  by  himself. 
The  result  will  show  God's  capacity  to  bless  the  universe  of  hig 
own  creation.  He  can  not  be  God,  if  he  has  put  the  result  at 
hazard  by  opening  a  door  to  the  operations  of  chance.  He 
can  not  be  God,  if  he  increase  in  knowledge  or  form  new  pur- 
poses. » We  submit  the  question  to  any  one :  Is  this  world  of 
intelligent,  sentient  beings,  forsaken  of  its  Maker?  Yea,  is 
this  universe  of  worlds  and  of  systems  abandoned  to  some 
blind,  accidental,  fortuitous  energy  f  Or,  is  there  a  designing 
God  on  the  throne  ? 

3.  This  book  also  reveals  the  Moral  Government  of  God. 
Its  subjects,  not  the  insects  of  a  day,  who  through  their  insig- 
nificance can  retreat  from  the  responsibilities  of  their  Maker's 
government,  but  creatures  of  God,  made  after  his  similitude, 
fitted  to  correspond  with  him  and  heaven,  and  to  live  and  act 
as  co-workers  with  God  forever.  And  is  it  not  so  ?  Is  it  cred- 
ible that  there  should  be  a  perfect  God,  and  he  not  give  exist- 
ence to  such  beings  ?  A  perfect  God,  and  the  universe  without 
a  creature  qualified  to  admire,  to  love,  to  serve  and  to  enjoy 
God!  A  universe  of  his  making,  destitute  of  all  the  moral 
magnificence  and  glories  of  a  moral  kingdom !  No  subjects  in 
the  purity  and  joys  of  holiness,  refiecting  his  moral  image ;  no 
sanctuary  of  blessed  worshipers;  no  intelligence  to  see  and 
adore  Him  that  sitteth  on  the  throne ;  no  heart  to  bring  offer- 
ings of  gratitude ;  every  song  of  praise  still,  and  God,  the  glo- 
rious God,  the  mere  superintendent  of  the  laws  of  matter  and 
of  instinct !  Such  a  God  as  Jehovah  reigning  over  such  a  des- 
ert !  No.  If  there  is  a  God,  then  hath  he  moral  and  account- 
able subjects,  and  will  reign  over  them  amid  the  glories  and 
grandeurs  of  eternity.  Can  we  doubt  it?  Human  conscious- 
ness attests  human  accountability.  It  attests  our  existence  as 
intelligent,  voluntary  agents ;  and  from  this  fact,  the-  convic- 
tion of  right  and  wrong  action  is  inseparable.  As  agents  we 
do  and  must  act,  and  right  and  wrong  are  nothing  but  the  rela- 
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tions,  tendencies,  or  fitness  of  free,  voluntary  actions — relations 
as  inseparable  from  actions  as  the  properties  of  matter  or  spirit 
are  from  its  existence.  Can  we  suppose  the  actions  of  an  intel- 
ligent, voluntary  agent  such  as  man  is,  without  tendencies  to 
good  and  evil  ?  The  eye  of  his  own  consciousness  looking  upon 
all  the  movements  of  the  inner  man,  and  himself  ignorant  of 
their  tendencies?  An  intelligent  being  thus  knowing  right 
from  wrong — ^knowing  that  the  one  tends  to  bless  the  universe, 
the  other  to  till  it  with  lamentation  and  woe ;  a  free,  voluntary 
agent,  qualified  to  choose  between  right  and  wrong,  and  yet 
under  no  obligation  to  choose  right  ?  It  is  no  more  possible 
that  man  should  possess  these  powers  and  properties,  and  be 
released  from  moral  obligation  for  a  moment,  than  Jhat  he 
should  possess  and  not  possess  them  at  the  same  time.  He 
may  deny  it,  he  may  argue  against  it,  but  he  knows  better. 
By  his  very  nature,  by  the  very  properties  of  his  conscious 
being,  he  is  doomed  to  the  conviction  of  his  accountability — a 
conviction  that  ever  does  and  ever  will  possess  the  soul  with 
the  certainty  that  whatever  is,  is. 

4.  Tlie  Scriptures  contain  the  law  of  God.  This  law  is  true, 
not  simply  because  it  is  God's  law  (though  this  is  the  highest 
proof  of  its  perfection),  but  because  man,  from  the  nature, 
relations,  and  fitness  of  things,  ought  to  love  God  with  all  his 
heart,  and  his  neighbor  as  himself.  He  ought  thus  to  love 
God,  because  there  is  no  object  so  great,  so  excellent,  so  worthy 
of  affection.  Here  is  no  mistake.  For  who  does  not  know 
that  love  is  the  fulfilling  of  the  law  ?  Who  does  not  know  that 
Jie  is  hound  to  intend  to  do  aU  the  good  he  can  ?  Who  docs  not 
know  that  he  is  bound  to  act  from  this  principle?  Who  that 
is  a  man  does  not  know  it,  as  surely  as  he  knows  that  he  is  a 
man  ?  We  all  know  it.  The  whole  world  knows  it.  Athe- 
ists, deists,  infidels,  sinners,  devils,  all  know  it.  All  know  that 
the  purpose  to  do  all  the  good  we  can,  expressing  itself  in 
action,  is  the  perfection  of  man  in  character  and  in  happiness; 
the  perfection  of  one  and  of  all  of  the  entire  moral  universe. 
The  divine  law  therefore  does  not  create  obligation,  merely  by 
its  promulgation.  It  declares  that  to  be  our  duty,  which  is  so 
in  the  nature  of  things.  What  it  declares  is  reality.  Were 
God  to 'make  a  law  forbidding  us  to  love  him  with  all  the 
heart  (if  such  a  supposition  may  be  made),  it  would  not  de- 
stroy our  obligation  to  love  him.    God  would  still  be  lovely. 
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TThile  God  then  remains  what  he  is>  and  man  what  he  isy  oar 
dnty  to  God  can  never  change^  can  never  cease. 

The  same  thing  maj  be  said  of  our  duty  to  our  neighbor^ 
Norhing,  no  authority  or  command  of  Gv>l  can  make  it  right 

to  hate  a  fellow-creature,  or  to  exercise  malevolence  or  crueltv. 

« 

The  law  therefore  which  defines  our  duty  to  our  neighln^r,  is 
not  the  dictate  of  despotic  authority,  but  the  simple  declara- 
tion of  what  is  true,  what  is  real,  what  is  lovely,  what  ought 
to  be  done  were  there  no  law. 

5.  The  precepts  of  the  law  and  the  Gospel  are  also  founded 
in  the  nature  of  thinc;^.  It  is  as  obvious  to  everv  one  as  are 
the  tendencies  of  actions — and  the  tendencies  of  actions  are  as 
obvious  as  the  tendencies  of  fire  and  water — that  it  can  not  be 
right  to  lie,  to  steal,  to  murder.  Examine  which  moral  pre- 
cept of  the  Gospel  you  will,  you  will  see  that  it  is  just  what  it 
should  be,  making  reality  the  standard ;  that  it  declares  that  to 
be  right  which  is  so  in  the  very  nature,  relations,  and  fitness  of 
things ;  that  let  any  other  precept  be  put  in  its  place,  still  that 
and  that  only  would  be  the  right,  true,  and  best  precept.  The 
greatest  enemies  of  Jesus  have  been  obliged  to  lay  this  testi- 
mony at  his  feet 

6.  The  penalty  of  the  law,  and  the  more  awful  curee  of  the 
Gospel,  rest  on  the  same  foundation.  These,  dreadful  as  they 
are,  are  no  arbitrary  denunciations.  Tliey  result  unavoidably 
from  the  nature,  relations,  and  fitness  of  things.  It  is  fit  that 
God  should  administer  a  Moral  Government — a  government  by 
law.  It  is  fit  that  obedience  to  the  best  of  laws  should  be 
secured,  and  disobedience  prevented  if  possible  by  motives, 
and  that  these  should  be  as  weighty  and  powerful  as  may  be. 
Obedience  to  the  best  law  is  the  best  thing,  and  it  is  fit  to 
secure  the  highest  possible  degree  of  it ;  and  it  is  equally  right 
that  any  and  every  thing  that  shall  come  into  competition  with 
this  result  should  be  sacrificed.  The  sacrifice  of  the  rebel's 
happiness,  and  that  in  any  degree,  may  be  demanded,  for  obe- 
dience is  the  best  thing,  and  it  is  fit  that  the  highest  possible 
degree  of  it  should  be  secured ;  and  that  whatever  this  high- 
est, best  end  demands,  should  be  done.  On  the  certain  princi- 
ple then,  that  a  less  penalty  would  not  secure  as  much  obedi- 
ence as  the  greater,  this  liighest,  best  end,  does  require  the 
penalty  of  God's  law. 

Or  view  the  subject  in  another' light    The  greatest  good 
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requires  a  moral  system — a  Moral  Government  over  moral 
beings.  This  is  a  government  by  authority,  whose  influence 
and  energy  lie  in  this — thiis  saith  the  Eternal  King,  But  this 
influence,  this  authority,  this  right  to  give  law  which  imposes 
an  obligation  to  obey,  can  not  be  sustained  a  moment  unless  the 
king  show  that  in  giving  his  law  and  punishing  its  violation, 
he  acts  on  the  principles  of  eternal  rectitude.  He  must  show 
that  he  esteems  things  as  they  are,  and  will  act  accordingly ; 
that  he  considers  his  law  as  the  necessaiy  means  of  the  higliest 
good,  and  as  of  the  same  value  therefore  as  the  end  itself — as 
his  own  perfect  dominion  and  the  highest  good  of  his  universe. 
Now  the  subject  who  violates  this  law,  pronounces  it  unworthy 
of  regard,  tramples  on  the  authority  of  the  lawgiver,  and  vir- 
tually treads  the  whole  system  of  Moral  Government  in  the 
dust.  If  God  does  nothing  his  designs  are  defeated,  and  all 
that  infinite  wisdom  and  goodness  have  done,  or  ever  can  do 
to  secure  their  high  pui-pose,  is  in  ruins.  God  then  must  do 
something,  or  the  catastrophe  is  inevitable.  And  what  ?  The 
sinner  has  shown  how  he  esteems  the  law;  God  must  now 
show  his  regard  for  it.  He  must  show  that  he  esteems  it  as 
the  best  means  of  the  best  end,  and  that  whatever  comes  into 
competition  with  his  authority  shall  be  sacrificed.  He  must 
show  a  measure  of  indignation  toward  this  act  of  the  rebel, 
which  shall  tell  how  he  regards  his  authority  and  his  law ;  that 
he  will  turn  a  revolted  world  into  hell,  rather  than  subvert  the 
principles  on  which  his  throne  alone  can  stand.  How  then 
shall  this  be  done?  Every  one  answers,  only  by  inflicting 
punishment  on  the  transgressor.  But  what  punishment  2  If 
he  inflict  a  temporary  evil,  it  must  be  either  because  that  will 
show  his  true  and  real  regard  for  his  law  and  authority ;  or 
because  he  is  unwilling  to  express  that  regard  by  the  entire 
sacrifice  of  the  sinner's  happiness.  But  can  any  temporary 
evil  show  God's  real  disapprobation,  his  just  indignation  for  an 
act  that  would  destroy  all  good  ?  Can  it  express  his  real  esti- 
mate of  that  law  which  he  values  more  than  a  universe  beside  ? 
Would  any  thing  less  than  endless  punishment  be  a  just  ex- 
pression of  the  value  he  puts  upon  it?  Why  then  does  he 
inflict  a  limited  punishment  ?  Plainly  because  he  values  the 
sinner's  happiness  so  much  that  he  is  not  willing  to  sacrifice  it 
for  any  regard  which  he  has  for  his  authority,  and  for  those 
higher  interests  which  that  authority  is  pledged  to  protect. 
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He  values  the  well-being  of  the  rebel  more  than  he  values  his 
authority,  his  law,  his  kingdom.  He  is  willing  to  sacrifice  the 
greater  to  the  less.  He  is  not  just  to  his  kingdom.  He  no 
longer  acts  upon  principle,  and  shows  that  he  does  not.  All 
ground  for  confidence  and  reason  for  submission  are  gone. 
His  authority  is  prostrated.  He  is  no  longer  entitled  to  re- 
spect nor  worthy  of  submission;  but  is  virtually  driven  an 
insulted;  degraded  exile  from  hie  throne.  The  bands  of  his 
moral  administration  are  broken  for  eternity,  and  nothing  is  to 
be  expected  but  that  the  fires  of  hell  burst  forth  unchecked, 
and  rebellion  stand  triumphant  on  the  ruins.  Ought  this  to 
be  done?  or,  will  Grod  act  upon  tlie  principles  of  eternal  right- 
eousness? Is  this  the  truth,  the  reality  ?  or  has  God  guarded 
his  throne  and  his  kingdom  by  the  securities  of  a  law  with  art 
eternal  penalty? 

View  this  topic  in  yet  another  light  Suppose  the  penalty 
of  the  divine  law  repealed — declared  null  and  void.  What 
then  ?  Other  things  remaining  as  they  are,  would  hell  be  an- 
nihilated? Sin  is  hell.  Where  is  it?  Wherever  sin  exists 
and  reigns  unsubdued  and  unrestrained.  So  it  is,  so  it  must 
be  so  long  as  sin  is  sin ;  and  in  proportion  to  the  guilt  must 
be  the  torment.  To  the  honor  of  God  let  it  be  remembered 
that  he  can  not  make  sin  holiness,  nor  its  appropriate  effects 
aught  but  wretchedness.  Sin  is,  and  must  be  hell,  as  an  eter- 
nal reality.  As  to  say  that  he  who  obeys  the  law  of  God  shall 
liv€j  is  declaring  one  of  the  plainest  and  most  unalterable  of 
all  realities,  viz.,  that  he  that  is  holy  shall  be  happy ;  so,  to 
say  that  he  who  disobeys  that  law  shall  die,  is  declaring  a  re- 
ality equally  plain  and  unalterable,  viz.,  that  he  that  sins  shall 
be  wretched.  Break  then  the  everlasting  chains,  and  put  out 
the  fires  of  the  pit,  it  remaineth  to  the  sinner  against  God  an 
eternal  reality,  "  myself  am  hell." 

7.  The  great  doctrines  of  the  Gospel  rest  on  the  same  foun- 
dation.   The  facts,  the  things  declared,  are  realities. 

(1.)  The  sinful  depravity  of  man  is  a  reality.  The  testimony 
of  the  Scriptures  does  not  alter  his  character,  nor  make  it  what 
it  is.  The  Scriptures  only  give  us  an  account  of  the  matter  of 
fact  The  conduct  of  men  evinces  the  reality  and  power  of  the 
selfish  principle  in  the  human  heart  beyond  all  question,  and 
this  by  three  incontrovertible  principles.  The  one  is,  that  the 
conduct  of  unrenewed  men,  in  its  fairest  forms,  can  all  be  ac- 
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counted  for  by  tracing  it  to  this  principle.  Secondly,  there  is 
a  total  destitution  of  all  that  is  decisive  of  the  holy  principle. 
And  thirdly,  there  is  much,  very  much,  that  is  absolutely  de- 
cisive of  such  a  sinful  principle.  Accordingly,  the  conduct 
of  men  does,  in  all  human  belief,  evince  its  existence  as  deci- 
sively as  the  burning  of  a  house  shows  the  property  of  the 
element  that  destroys  it.  We  no  more  think  of  exempting 
any  individual  from  the  operation  of  those  laws,  •  checks, 
and  influences  that  are  designed  to  restrain  this  principle, 
than  we  think  of  kindling  a  fire  in  the  midst  of  our  dwell- 
ings. Throughout  the  wide  world,  all  the  laws,  provisions, 
and  methods  adopted  by  men  to  regulate  the  conduct  of  man- 
kind are  simply  an  appeal  in  some  form  to  the  selfish  prin- 
ciple. There  is  no  hope  in,  no  reliance  upon,  any  other  in 
the  human  bosom;  and  for  this  reason,  we  know  that  there 
is  no  other  there  to  be  relied  upon.  Who  is  willing  to  dis- 
pense with  bonds,  and  deeds,  and  mortgages,  and  trust  the 
simple  naked  principle  of  doing  as  we  would  be  done  by, 
in  his  fellow-men?  Take  away  all  else,  all  regard  to  law, 
to  public  opinion,  to  reputation,  to  profit,  to  interest  in  every 
form — suppose  no  security  against  acts  of  violence,  but  the 
simple  abstract  principle  of  benevolent  action — consternation 
would  possess  every  mind  in  a  moment.  We  all  know  that 
the  security  that  we  feel  in  every  community  of  human  be- 
ings is,  that  selfishness  in  some  form  will  govern  selfishness 
in  other  forms.  We  all  know  that  the  men  of  this  world 
are  honest,  and  time,  and  just,  and  kind,  just  so  far,  and  no 
farther  than  it  is  for  their  interest  to  be  so,  and  the  proof 
is,  that  in  all  the  wide  range  of  business  and  intercourse  all 
act  on  this  assumption.  This  is  just,  or  it  is  not.  If  it  is, 
the  fact  is  established.  If  it  is  not,  it  is  a  universal  slander 
of  our  fellow-men  of  which  all  are  guilty.  These  things 
show  what  man  thinks  of  man,  or  rather  what  he  knows  to 
be  true  of  him.  And  if  we  look  at  the  providence  of  God, 
how  do  sorrow  and  sickness,  trials,  and  calamities,  pain  and 
death,  tell  us  that  God  is  angry  with  us ;  how  does  this  groan- 
ing creation  proclaim  that  man  as  a  moral  being  is  in  ruins  ! 
Appeal  also  to  human  consciousness.  Who  does  not  know, 
that  not  the  principle  to  impart,  but  the  principle  to  obtain  all 
the  good  he  can,  has  been  his  governing  principle?  And  this 
is  depravity  in  its  perfection.     Oh,  My  Hearers,  we  all  know 
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our  own  hearts  in  this  matter.  Human  depravity  then,  is  a 
part  of  the  reality  of  things,  a  fact  notorious  as  the  sun  in  the 
heavens,  whether  the  Gospel  had  declared  it  or  not.  The 
reality  existed,  in  all  its  deformity,  before  the  picture  was 
drawn. 

(2.)  This  depravity  of  man  is  hf  nature.  By  this  I  do  not 
mean,  that  the  reason  why  man  sins,  in  the  first  instance,  is  a 
previous  sin.  That  the  cause  of  all  sin  is  itself  sin,  is  a  self- 
evident  absurdity.  Nor  do  I  mean,  that  man  deserves  dam- 
nation for  being  what  his  Creator  makes  him.  Nor,  that  man 
has  a  nature  which  compels  him  to  sin  ;  nor  that  man  is  not 
in  his  first,  and  in  every  moral  affection,  exercise,  or  act,  an 
accountable,  free  moral  agent.  None  other  can  do  right,  or  do 
wrong.  But  I  mean,  that  the  universal  sinfulness  of  mankind, 
free  moral  agents  as  they  are,  must  be  traced  to  their  nature. 
The  universality  of  a  fact  proves  the  universality  of  some 
cause,  ground,  or  reason  of  it.  The  universal  fact,  that  heavy 
bodies,  in  all  circumstances,  move  toward  the  earth,  is  proof 
that  the  fact  is  hy  nuture.  So  in  the  present  case,  the  univer- 
sal sinfulness  of  man,  proves  that  it  is  by  nature.  For,  in  all 
circumstances,  under  every  possible  influence  of  light,  truth, 
motives,  example,  persuasion,  he  exhibits,  with  absolute  un- 
varying uniformity,  the  same  moral  character.  Appeal  to  the 
history  of  all  nations  and  all  ages,  when  or  where  is  the  soli- 
tary exception  to  the  fact,  that  selfishness  is  the  first  governing 
principle  of  human  conduct ;  the  element  and  substance  of 
human  character,  as  it  first  exists  in  every  human  being. 
Show  us  the  exception,  by  showing  us  the  man  w^hose  first 
moral  character  has  not  been  formed  by  the  selfish  principle. 
Show  us  the  instance  of  prevention,  by  the  infiuence  of  truth, 
or  motives,  or  the  power  of  example,  or  by  any  influence 
within  the  appropriate  limits  of  our  earthly  being.  Show  us 
the  man  not  depraved  by  nature,  and  we  will  show  you  a  stone 
that  does  not  tend  toward  the  earth  by  nature.  We  know 
indeed,  that  the  phenomena  in  these  cases  differ  widely.  So 
also  do  the  causes.  One  is  the  cause  of  free  moral  action, 
and  consistent  with  the  nature  of  such  action.  The  other  is 
a  physical  cause  and  appropriate  only  to  a  physical  effect. 
Still  the  cases  are  alike  in  one  important  respect — in  uniform- 
ity of  result.  And  if  the  uniformity  with  which  an  unsup- 
ported body  moves  toward  the  earth  proves  that  it  is  by  nature 
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heavy,  so  does  the  uniformity  of  human  sinfulness  prove  that 
man  is  depraved  by  nature.  No  change  of  condition,  no  in- 
crease of  light,  or  of  motives,  no  inetructions,  nor  warnings, 
no  power  of  argument,  or  example,  changes  the  result.  Un- 
less there  be  some  interposition  not  included  in  these  things — 
unless  there  be  something  above  nature,  the  case  is  hopeless. 
Placed  anywhere  within  the  appropriate  limits  of  his  earthly 
being,  man,  an  intelligent,  free  moral  agent  as  he  is^  has  also 
such  a  nature  that  he  will  be  a  sinner. 

(3.)  An  Atonement,  if  we  admit  the  pardon  of  sin,  is  another 
reality.  We  have  seen  that  according  to  the  nature  of  things, 
especially  of  law  and  Moral  Government,  sin  must  be  pun- 
ished. A  law  without  sanctions,  or  which  dispenses  with  its 
sanctions,  every  child  knows,  is  no  law.  A  law  once  broken 
must  cease  to  be  a  law,  or  its  authority  must  be  sustained, 
either  by  the  execution  of  penalty,  or  by  an  Atonement.  The 
penalty  must  be  executed,  or  that  must  be  done  which  shall 
answer  the  end  of  its  execution.  Now  these  are  plain  prin- 
ciples, and  regarded  as  no  less  infallible  by  tlie  unperverted 
mind,  than  that  food  will  nourish,  and  pois^^m  destroy  the  body. 
The  conviction  of  their  truth  and  infallibility  results  from,  is  co- 
eval with,  and  as  it  were  incorporated  into  our  very  being.  They 
are  among  the  earliest,  most  unhesitating  convictions  of  the 
human  mind ;  being  associated  with  the  condition  of  infancy 
itself,  in  its  subjection  and  subordination  to  the  will  of  a  supe- 
rior. Every  tenant  of  a  prison  understands  them,  as  truly  as 
the  judge  that  condemned  him.  The  nature  and  end  of  law, 
the  reasons,  the  why  and  the  wherefore  of  its  penalty,  are  un- 
derstood and  admitted  as  among  the  most  necessary  and  infal- 
lible of  all  troths.  No  man  ever  did,  or  evei'  can  live  and  act 
as  a  member  of  human  society,  without  admitting  and  acting 
on  these  principles.  Men  may  deny  them,  they  may  specu- 
late themselves  into  perdition  in  defiance  of  them,  but  they 
can  never  speculate  themselves  wholly  out  of  the  secret  and 
troublesome  conviction  of  their  reality.  In  view  of  a  ccnning 
eternity  they  can  never  rest  in  tho  securities  of  infallible  truth, 
till  they  rest  upon  these  principlea.  What  ?  A  society  of  free, 
voluntary  beings  like  men,  living  harmoniously,  happily,  with- 
out any  rule  of  action !  Such  a  world,  such  a  God  as  Jehovah, 
and  he  not  reigning  over  it  1  A  moral  kingdom  without  a  law! 
Or  what  would  be  substantially  the  same  thing,  a  law  proffer- 
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ing  pardon-  to  its  violator,  promising  rewards  alike  to  loralty 
and  rebellion  1  The  whole  influence  of  the  king  in^ating  to 
one  as  well  as  to  the  other !  His  law,  leaving  the  execution  of 
penalty  at  the  option  of  the  culprit !  Tlie  King  of  kings  do 
this  ;  withdraw  every  check  and  restraint  from  human  selfish- 
ness, and  tlirow  the  reins  loose  upon  all  its  waywardness  and 
violence !  Think  what  man  did  in  paradise, — what  angels  did 
before  the  eternal  throne,  guarded  as  it  was  by  all  the  jealous- 
ies of  the  Godhead ;  and  then  say  who  would  wish  to  live — 
who  would  dare  to  live  in  such  a  community,  though  its  name 
were  heaven  ?  No ;  if  sin  be  pardoned,  law  must  be  sustained 
by  an  Atonement.  The  pardon  of  a  sinner  demands  an  Atone- 
ment on  the  same  immutable  principle  as  the  violation  of 
law  demands  its  curse.  If  the  pardon  of  sin  be  a  reality,  then 
is  an  Atonement  a  reality. 

(4.)  The  necessity  of  Kegeneration  is  another  illustration  of 
this  subject,  a  necessity  resulting  from  the  nature,  relations, 
and  fitness  of  things.  "  Except  a  man  be  born  again,  he  can 
not  see  the  kingdom  of  God,"  is  no  arbitrary  decision ;  not  a 
rule  of  exclusion  from  endless  bliss  by  the  prerogative  of  mere 
sovereignty.  The  impossibility  asserted,  is  in  the  nature  of 
things.  Let  this  book  decide  as  it  may,  there  can  be  no  heaven 
to  a  sinner  without  this  change.  What  is  heaven  ?  A  holy 
world ;  a  world  whose  employment,  society,  joys  are  holy ;  the 
habitation  of  God's  holiness,  and  whose  rapturous  song  is — 
"  Holy,  holy,  holy  Lord  God  Almighty."  What  fitness  then 
has  the  unholy  for  such  a  world  as  this  ?  When  removed  into 
that  eternity  which  is  just  before  him,  not  a  single  object  can 
be  found  to  satisfy  one  wish  of  his  heart.  His  spirit,  with  de- 
sires stretching  onward  to  immortality,  must  remain  in  eternal 
want.  He  has  no  taste  for  contemplating  the  glory  of  God. 
He  has  never  seen  his  need  of  a  Saviour  ;  never  felt  his  obli- 
gations to  him,  nor  .sought  redemption  by  his  blood.  How 
then  can  he  adore  him  in  the  songs  of  the  redeemed  ?  What 
has  an  enemy  of  God  to  do  with  employments  and  joys  like 
these?  Alas,  he  knows  not  the  meaning  of  that  song, 
"Worthy  is  the  Lamb."  There  is  not  a  note  which  he  can 
sing ;  its  every  sentiment  were  a  lie  on  his  tongue  and  anguish 
to  his  heart.  Admit  him  then  into  that  world,  surround  him 
with  all  that  blesses  the  bright  hosts  of  glory,  and  he  is  unable 
to  taste  one  drop  of  that  bliss  ^vith  which  their  cup  overflows. 
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Willie  each  redeemed  celestial,  with  endless  rapture,  cries, 
"Worthy  is  the  Lamb !  worthy  is  the  Lamb !"  he  can  only  say 
in  the  language  of  real  feeling,  "  Oh,  what  a  weariness  is  this !" 
Li  the  presence  of  that  God  he  hates,  among  heaven's  ac- 
claiming throng,  he  is  a  solitary,  forsaken,  wretched  outcast ! 
In  the  midst  of  all  that  ocean  of  blessedness  there  is  not  a 
drop  for  him!  So  sure  is  it,  that  to  the  unholy  mind  heaven 
itself  must  be  an  absolute  desert.  The  solemn  truth  of  the 
sinner's  immortality,  the  living  fountains  from  the  throne  of 
Gk)d,  are  to  him  only  sources  of  woe,  and  hell  must  be  sought 
as  his  only  refuge,  the  only  relief  from  torments  with  which 
heaven  would  overwhelm  his  guilty  spirit. 

(5.)  The  necessity  of  the  Divine  Spirit's  influence  in  Regen- 
eration is  another  reality.  "  Except  a  man  be  born  of  water 
and  of  the  Spirit,  he  can  not  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  God," 
18  a  truth,  whether  God  had  declared  it  or  not.  Not  indeed 
that  it  would  be  truly  and  properly  a  miracle,  if  man  as  a  free 
moral  agent  should  make  himself  a  new  heart.  Not  that  man 
has  not  that  heart,  and  soul,  and  mind,  and  strength  with 
which  his  Maker  requires  him  to  love  Him, — powers  in  man, 
which  according  to  the  very  terms  of  the  law,  limit  God's  de- 
mand ;  but  that  man,  through  his  own  voluntary  cherished 
perverseness,  will  never  use  these  powers  as  he  ought,  without 
the  special,  supernatural,  transforming  grace  of  God.  Admit 
then  the  fact,  that  mankind  are  depraved  by  nature,  and  you 
admit  thcvfact  that  no  light,  nor  moral  suasion  by  truth  or 
motives,  will  ever  accomplish  the  requisite  moral  transforma- 
tion in  his  character.  Let  Paul  reason ;  let  ApoUos  persuade ; 
they  are  nothing, — ^but  it  is  God  who  giveth  the  increase.  T^t 
the  powere  of  oratory — to  convince,  to  allure,  to  awe,  be  ex- 
hausted, such  is  the  nature  of  man,  and  such  his  perverseness 
in  sin,  that  no  power  of  truth,  no  charms  of  redeeming  love, 
nor  the  revealed  glories  of  heaven,  nor  the  rising  smoke  of  tor- 
ment, will  rescue  a  human  being  from  the  character  and  con- 
demnation of  a  depraved  sinner.  This  fact  stands  out  before 
us,  with  all  the  obviousness  and  all  the  certainty  of  the  ordi- 
nances of  heaven.  It  is  not  the  result  of  divine  prerogative, 
but  of  human  perverseness ;  not  the  result  of  imperfection  in 
God's  work,  but  of  perverting  the  powers  of  a  being  made  in 
the  similitude  of  God ;  not  in  the  way  of  God's  mending  his 
work,  but  in  the  way  of  a  new  moral  creation,  and  according 
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to  the  nature  and  laws  of  such  a  creation,  and  compared  with 
which  the  former  shall  not  be  remembered  nor  come  into  mind. 
I  might  make  these  illustrations  more  extensive  and  minute. 
Enough  however  has  been  said  to  show  what  truth  is,  and 
particularly  that  the  truih^  to  which  the  Son  of  God  boix3  wit- 
ness, is  the  reality  of  things.  In  this  sense  of  the  term  we  are 
to  consider  the  Gospel,  not  as  making  these  things  what  they 
are  by  the  testimony  of  its  Author,  or  by  our  belief  or  disbelief 
of  tliem,  but  as  simply  declaring  what  is  reality.  In  a  word, 
the  Gospel  is  a  glass  held  up  before  us  by  the  Son  of  God,  to 
show  us  these  tremendous  realities  as  eternal  truth. 

BEMARKS. 

1.  This  subject  gives  us  an  exalted  view  of  the  Gospel.  It 
reveals  to  us  realities.  It  exhibits  the  things  of  which  it  testi- 
fies just  as  they  are.  Did  we  know  nothing  more  of  the  dec- 
larations of  this  book  than  that  they  are  the  declarations  of  an 
Almight}^  Being  who  had  power  to  execute  his  will ;  were  we 
obliged  to  regard  all  their  importance  as  consisting  in  this,  that 
they  arc  his  declarations,  and  to  admit  that  any  others  coming 
from  him  would  have  the  same  importance,  even  then  it  would 
seem  as  if  they  would  irresistibly  claim  our  respect.  Nay, 
were  we  satisfied  that  it  were  a  mere  fiction ;  that  the  God 
whom  it  reveals,  in  his  perfections,  his  government,  his  doings; 
that  the  ininiense  system  of  dispensations  here  unfolded  ;  the 
work  of  redemption  here  portrayed ;  the  final  judgment  of 
angels  and  of  men,  and  its  scenes  of  eternal  retribution,  were 
mere  images  of  the  fancy,  still  this  book  might  reasonably 
excite  our  highest  wonder.  But  how  must  our  views  and  feel- 
ings rise,  when  we  see  and  know  that  what  we  read  is  all  re- 
ality ;  that  what  this  book  reveals  is  truth,  whether  we  believe 
or  disbelieve  it — truth  not  merely  as  supported  by  the  liighest 
testimony,  but  truth  consisting  in  the  reality  of  things — truth 
comprising  the  nature  of  things  which  the  unchangeable  God 
has  given  them  ;  the  relations  of  things  which  are  as  unchange- 
able as  the  things  themselves ;  and  that  fitness  of  things  which ' 
is  unchangeable  by  God  himself.  The  Gospel  tells  us  not 
what  might  have  been,  not  what  may  be  or  may  not  be,  but 
what  i^,  what  God  is,  what  Christ  is,  what  the  divine  law  is, 
what  man  is,  what  the  way  of  salvation  is,  what  the  judgment 
is,  what  heaven  is,  what  hell  is.    It  brings  out  and  spreads 
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these  great  realities  before  us.  It  is  the  mirror  of  tmth 
held  np  by  the  Son  of  God,  to  show  ns  these  realities.  No 
sooner  do  we  look  into  it  than  we  behold  the  self-existent 
God  in  all  his  majestj  and  glory.  We  see  his  eternal  and 
unchangeable  purposes  fonned  by  infinite  wisdom,  and  roll- 
ing onward  to  their  complete  and  glorious  fulfillment;  we 
see  ourselves  accountable  and  immortal  beings,  under  that 
law  which  is  the  great  bond  of  Jehovah's  empire,  and  fixed 
as  his  throne  ;  we  see  ourselves  too,  the  transgressors  of  that 
law,  and  with  the  amazing  interests  of  the  soul  bef(»re  us,  con- 
demned by  it  to  bear  its  fearful  penalty  ;  we  see  a  world  fn 
revolt,  and  the  work  of  its  redemption  achieved  by  its  God — 
a  world  which  is  the  only  place  of  our  probation  for  the  allot- 
ments of  eternity — a  world  where  the  offers  of  pardon  and 
everlasting  life  are  made,  and  repeated  to  us  in  the  midst  of 
all  our  provocations  and  guilt — a  world  visited  by  angels,  and 
redeemed  saints,  as  ministering  spirits — a  world,  in  a  word,  in 
which,  through  the  efficacy  of  Jesus'  blood  and  the  power  of 
the  Holy  Ghost,  the  work  of  redeeming  love  is  carried  on  to 
its  glorious  consummation.  In  a  moment  we  see  the  heavens 
passing  away,  the  elements  melting  with  fervent  heat,  the 
earth  and  its  works  burned  up.  The  throne  of  judgment  rises 
to  our  view  with  all  its  glories  and  its  terrors.  On  the  one 
hand  the  bright  hosts  of  the  redeemed  are  ascending  through 
the  portals  of  glory  to  the  throne  of  God  and  the  Lamb.  We 
behold  their  white  robes,  their  palms  of  victory,  their  eternally 
brightening  splendors,  and  increasing  joys.  On  the  other,  the 
multitude  of  guilty,  impenitent,  unpardoned  immortals,  de- 
scending to  the  chains  of  darkness — the  groans,  the  agonies  of 
eternal  despair.  How  solemn,  how  tremendous,  that  all  this 
is  no  empty  vision — no  dream — but  reality  !  With  what  holy 
awe  should  we  unfold  these  sacred  leaves,  and  read  this  book 
of  God! 

2.  How  safe  and  how  happy  are  they  who  are  of  the  tmth  I 
To  be  perfectly  conformed  to  truth  is  to  be  perfectly  holy.  The 
reality  of  things  perfectly  accords  with  the  feelings,  affections, 
and  purposes  of  all  beings  who  are  of  the  tmth.  Every  thing 
is  exactly  as  they  would  have  it.  God  is  just  such  a  God  n 
they  would  have  him  to  be ;  his  government  just  what  they 
desire ;  Christ  just  what  they  wish  him  to  be;  the  divine  Imw^ 
the  GtNspel  in  its  provisions,  exactly  suits  their  desires  and  their 
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wishps.  The  vast  reality  of  things  they  would  not  alter. 
Nothing  in  it  or  about  it  crosses  their  path  or  disturbs  their 
quiet.  The  mighty  whole  is  unspeakably  lovely  and  glo- 
rious. With  God  himself  they  survey  it  and  pronounce  it 
"  very  good."  That  which  pleases  God  pleases  them ;  that 
which  satisfies  God  satisfies  them.  The  amazing  system  of 
realities  which  is  and  which  constitutes  the  glory  and  the  bless- 
edness of  God  is  their  portion.  What  can  annoy  their  peace 
or  lessen  their  happiness  ?  What  if  the  sea  rage  and  the 
heavens  gather  blackness  ?  What  if  the  hail  descend,  and  the 
lightnings  play,  and  the  thunders  roar,  and  earth  shake  to  its 
centre  ?  Still  God  lives,  God  reigns.  Can  God  injure  ?  No, 
for  they  are  like  himself.  Can  Christ  ?  No,  for  they  are  one 
with  him.  Can  the  divine  law  ?  No  ;  they  are  rescued  from 
its  curse  and  conformed  to  its  demands.  Can  the  Gospel? 
No ;  they  walk  in  its  light  and  are  suiTounded,  protected,  com- 
forted, blessed  by  its  promises  of  everlasting  truth  and  grace. 
Can  wicked  men  or  devils  hurt  them  ?  No  ;  truth  binds  them 
in  chains  of  everlasting  darkness.  Nothing,  nothing  can  harm 
them.  What  God  hath  said,  God  will  do.  He  will  carry  on 
his  purposes  to  their  perfect  accomplishment;  his  kingdom  will 
rise  in  all  its  glory ;  that  new  and  brighter  creation  of  Chris- 
tian promises,  the  amazing  reality  of  things,  will  stand  an  eter- 
nal monument  of  the  wisdom,  and  power,  and  goodness  of  the 
infinite  God,  and  they  be  found  blessed  whom  God  makes 
blessed.  Learn  then,  Dear  Brethren,  the  truth.  Love  the 
truth,  walk  in  the  truth,  obey  the  truth.  In  this  way  all,  all 
is  well  with  you  for  eternity. 

3.  Our  subject  gives  us  an  interesting  view  of  the  work  of 
the  ministry.  This  work  consists  pre-eminently  in  the  exhibi- 
tion of  the  truth  or  the  reality  of  things.  Its  design,  its  end  is 
to  conform  the  character  of  man  to  this  reality,  and  thus  to 
bring  him,  in  his  affections,  purposes,  and  action,  into  an  un- 
changeable alliance  with  his  God.  How  high  and  awful  a 
function  is  this !  Tlie  means  are  those  realities  which  the 
Scriptures  display ;  the  God  there  revealed ;  the  Saviour,  his 
incarnation,  his  miracles  of  grace,  his  great  sacrifice  by  blood, 
his  dominion  and  his  triumphs ;  the  Holy  Ghost,  his  transform- 
ing power  in  the  Renovation  and  Sanctification  of  his  people ; 
the  government  of  God  ;  his  law  ;  its  holiness,  perfection,  im- 
mutability in  its  demands,  its  penalty ;  man,  a  guilty,  ruined 
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immortal ;  redemption,  unvailing  the  triune  God  in  all  the 
attractions  of  infinite  love  and  grace  to  the  guilty  and  the  lost ; 
angels,  as  ministering  spirits  to  the  heirs  of  salvation  ;  death, 
the  end  of  probation  ;  the  resurrection  of  all  earth's  millions, 
a  material  universe  on  fire,  judgment,  heaven,  hell ; — these  are 
the  realities  of  exliibition — these  are  the  realities  to  be  brought 
to  influence,  through  divine  grace,  the  soul  of  man,  to  illu- 
minate its  powers  by  a  celestial  light,  to  expel  the  corrupting, 
enthralling  control  of  this  materialism ;  to  establish  the  do- 
minion of  God  in  the  soul,  and  introduce  it  to  an  intimate 
eternal  fellowship  with  the  Father  of  spirits.  What  an  honor 
thus  to  release,  under  God,  these  prisoners  from  their  bondage 
of  vanity  and  shadows,  guilt  and  madness,  and  to  raise  them 
into  the  regions,  and  place  them  amid  the  light  and  transform- 
ing glories  of  eternal  realities  !  That  labor  surely  can  not  want 
dignity,  which  associates  with  itself  the  power  of  the  Holy 
Ghost,  in  bestowing  upon  man  such  a  character  and  preparing 
him  for  the  destinies  of  eternity. 

What  advantages  too  are  possessed  by  the  Christian  minister 
for  the  cultivation  of  personal  holiness.  The  high-priest  of  old 
occasionally  entered  the  Holy  place  ;  the  minister  of  the  Gos- 
pel lives  and  acts  continually  in  the  sanctuary  of  divine  and 
eternal  realities.  His  work,  though  done  on  earth,  respects 
the  things  of  eternity.  His  message  is  from  the  God  of  eter- 
nity. His  business  is  the  same  that  employs  those  spirits  who 
are  sent  from  on  high  to  minister  to  the  heirs  of  salvation. 
Even  in  his  study,  he  seems  as  it  were  in  the  council-chamber 
of  God.  In  his  ministrations  ho  stands  in  that  temple  where 
the  glory  of  God  doth  lighten  it,  and  the  Lamb  is  the  light 
thereof.  What  a  savor  of  heavenly  things  in  Christ  should 
rest  on  such  a  man !  What  superiority  to  worldly  ambitions 
and  selfish  aims !  What  devotion  to  God  and  to  the  kingdom 
of  his  dear  Son,  and  to  the  salvation  of  earth's  redeemed 
millions  should  characterize  a  Christian  minister ! 

It  is  true.  My  Brethren,  we  have  cause,  abundant  cause  to 
serve  the  Lord  with  humility  and  with  many  tears.  Fear,  and 
weakness,  and  much  trembling  become  an  apostle;  much 
more  do  they  become  us.  We  ought  to  think  little  of  our- 
selves, but  we  may  not  think  lightly  of  our  calling.  As  a 
work  which  so  brings  us  in  contact  with  the  realities  of  God's 
revelation,  and  is  designed  to  fit  men  for  their  eternal  destiny, 
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and  is  associated  with  the  supernatural  agency  of  God,  it 
should  lead  us  to  stir  up  the  gift  that  is  in  us,  and  to  consecrate 
ourselves  to  it  with  unwavering  purpose,  and  to  expect  through 
a  divine  blessing,  results  becoming  God's  own  institution.  Let 
such  be  the  practical  influence  of  this  view  of  our  office. 
While  we  draw  our  instructions  from  these  oracles  of  God,  we 
shall  be  clad  with  truth  as  with  a  garment.  While  we  bow  to 
the  dictates  of  that  truth  which  we  preach,  and  yield  to  the 
power  of  that  grace  which  we  supplicate,  we  shall  have 
strength  to  be  faithful.  Then  with  what  emotion  shall  we  wit- 
ness, not  by  faith  but  by  sight,  the  realities  of  the  judgment 
and  of  eternity !  To  have  obtained  mercy  ourselves,  and  to 
have  imparted  it  to  othere ;  to  recognize  amid  the  innumerable 
multitude  the  souls  of  our  ministry ;  to  have  given  to  these, 
under  God,  that  far  more  exceeding  and  eternal  weight  of 
glory ;  to  hail  them  as  our  joy  and  crown,  in  the  presence 
of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  at  his  coming ; — with  wliat  rapture 
and  praise  shall  we  see  the  hand  of  Eternal  Mercy  place  such 
a  crown  on  such  unworthy  heads ! 

Finally;  how  vain  it  is  to  deny  or  to  reject  the  truth  1 
Truth  is  the  reality  of  things.  Object,  cavil,  doubt,  disbe- 
lieve, deny  the  truth,  you  can  not  change  it.  Come  with  what 
weapon  you  will,  you  are  in  arms  against  the  reality  of  things. 
Until  right  shall  be  wrong,  sin  holiness ;  until  it  can  be  right 
to  hate  God  and  to  hate  your  neighbor ;  until  you  can  make 
heaven  hell  and  hell  heaven,  and  subject  to  dissolution  and 
change,  the  being  and  attributes  of  Him  who  is  eternal,  you 
can  do  nothing.  Truth  will  remain.  It  will  do  all  its  work. 
It  will  bless  its  friends,  it  will  crush  its  enemies. 

Tliese  hills  and  rocks  shall  crumble  and  perish ;  this  earth 
and  these  heavens  shall  pass  away  and  have  no  place  any 
more ;  but  truth,  the  word  of  God,  abideth  forever.  Truth, 
Fellow-Sinnere,  will  still  commission  death  to  sweep  on  its  chill- 
ing blast,  and  caiTy  these  bodies  to  their  graves.  Truth  will 
seize  these  spirits  for  their  last  trial,  blessed  or  unblessed  with 
the  preparation  of  peace.  It  will  sound  the  trump  of  God,  and 
with  the  archangel's  voice  call  you  forth  for  its  judgment  and 
its  retribution.  It  will  summon  you  to  that  throne  whereon 
God  sitteth,  and  in  its  own  clear  and  cloudless  day  will  show 
you  to  the  Judge  and  the  Judge  to  you.  .It  will  utter  in  all  its 
fearfulness  the  doom  of  the  second  death,  and  in  the  revealed 
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righteousness  of  this  its  last,  unalterable  and  resistless  decree, 
will  stop  every  mouth.  Truth  will  carry  you  away  to  her  eter- 
nal prison  of  wailing  and  despair ;  it  will  forge  and  put  on  the 
chains  of  darkness,  fix  the  impassable  gulf,  and  light  its 
quenchless  fires.  It  will  forbid  all  pity,  exclude  all  mercy, 
quench  all  hope,  and  bind  destiny  forevermore.  Oh,  who  will 
deny,  who  reject  the  truth  ?  Ignorance  may  willfully  refuse 
instruction,  and  unbelief,  and  skepticism,  and  a  heart  devoted 
to  the  world  may  make  the  fleeting  phantoms  of  earth  the  only 
realities,  and  the  realities  of  God's  revelation  the  only  phan- 
toms. The  things  of  truth  displaced  from  thought,  and  lost  in 
the  obscurity  of  distance  or  doubt,  may  relinquish  the  whole 
man  to  these  lying  vanities.  These  may  form  his  character, 
and  his  preparation  for  the  scenes  of  his  immortality  shall  be 
as  if  God  were  not ;  as  if  Christ,  and  heaven,  and  hell,  and  all 
that  lies  beyond  this  short  life  were  not.  But,  Oh,  when  these 
realities  shall  break  on  the  sight  in  eternal  day — when  truth 
shall  show  them  to  such  a  man — when  God  shall  become  a 
reality,  never  more  to  be  forgotten  or  unthought  of  in  the  ter- 
rors of  his  indignation — ^heaven  a  reality  never  to  be  forgotten 
or  unthought  of  as  a  lost  inheritance,  and  hell  a  reality  in  the 
ceaseless  experience  of  its  woes — who,  who  tlien  will  not  wish 
that  he  had  received  the  truth  in  the  love  of  it  ? 


THB  END. 


